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Abstract
Innovation is key to increasing capacity and overall organizational survival for small
nonprofit organizations providing safety net services. Small nonprofits are defined as
organizations with an annual budget at or below 5 million dollars. Leadership practices
and interventions designed to assist in building capacity have significant implications for
the future of small nonprofit organizations. This study explores relationships among
leadership practices, dimensions of organizational capacities, and innovation in small
nonprofit organizations providing safety net services. The quantitative study utilized a
combination of three data collection instruments: Complexity Leadership Interaction
Modes Instrument, Nonprofit Capacity Instrument, and the Value Innovation Potential
Assessment. Survey instruments were electronically distributed to a sample of 111
nonprofit executive leaders across New York State. Data analysis included descriptive
statistics and a linear regression model. Results from this study indicate a small positive
relationship between leadership practices, dimensions of organizational capacities, and
innovation. Due to the lack of random sampling and small sample size the results cannot
be interpreted to represent a broader population. Further research is recommended to
explore the relationship among the identified variables with a large representative sample
from urban, suburban, and rural areas. Findings from additional research would better
inform executive leaders of small nonprofits how to navigate innovation in a landscape of
shrinking resources juxtaposed with acutely increasing need.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Nonproﬁt organizations serve the public good by offering services that address
quality of life influencers such as poverty, crime, health, and education (Walters, 2020).
Nonprofit organizations deliver critical services that contribute to the quality of life
(Salamon, 2015). Paynter and Berner (2014) define services designed to prevent people
from suffering such as lack of food, shelter, clothing, medical treatment, and work as
safety net services. This study focuses on public and private nonprofit organizations that
provide safety net services in urban, suburban, and rural areas of New York State.
Nonprofits, while typifying the values of equity and social justice, face high
expectations for accountability, competition, and an increased demand for services, all of
which contribute to the need for these organizations to be more effective and efficient in
fulfilling their missions (Brown et al., 2016).
The need for efficiency and effectiveness, in combination with a harsh economic
climate, has brought the concept of organizational capacity to a heightened priority facing
the nonprofit sector (Cornforth & Mordaunt, 2011). Brown et al. (2016) define capacity
as the organizational attributes and capabilities that contribute to organizational
performance. Capacity-building initiatives are common across nonprofit organizations
(Shumate et al., 2017); however, rigorous, and tight control by key leaders often stifles
unique challenges, including extensive social responsibility and complicated financial
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restrictions, that can make innovation endeavors more difficult (Hull & Lio, 2006;
Jaskyte, 2011). O'Reilly and Binns (2019) suggest many companies facing imminent
disruption embrace innovation. Brown et al. (2016) argues that during periods of
innovation, the nonprofit sector becomes increasingly polarized between large, wellresourced organizations and small – to - medium-sized organizations that find it
increasingly difficult to compete for essential resources.
Leaders of small – to - medium-sized organizations must consider ways of
building organizational capacity that allow them to respond to these challenges and
continue serving the public good (Bolton & Abdy, 2007). Increasing organizational
capacity enhances organizational performance enabling a nonprofit to achieve its mission
more effectively and efficiently (Kapucu et al., 2011).
Successful adaptation to the prevailing industry pressure to build capacity requires
leaders to access professional marketing, government reimbursement systems,
sophisticated fundraising, corporate sponsors, and advanced technology, all of which are
problematic for smaller agencies (Salamon, 2012).
Problem Statement
Hogan and Coote (2013), argue that innovation is key to increasing capacity and
overall organizational survival. Organizational capacity is critical for small nonprofits to
operate effectively under uncertain and dynamic circumstances (Kapucu et al, 2011).
Current environmental trends, including continued devolution of government, emerging
threats of an economic recession, and severe state budget cuts, intensify the significant
impact leadership practices and interventions designed to assist in building capacity have
on the future of small nonprofit organizations (Kapucu et al., 2011). Furthermore, the
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coronavirus pandemic continues to take a toll on people and industries, particularly the
nonprofit sector. The need of vulnerable populations relying on life-sustaining safety net
services provided by these organizations has heightened with the onset of the current
COVID-19 pandemic. Many organizations are relying on scarce resources at a time when
the importance of service provision is unprecedented (Shadyac, 2021).
Despite the increased need for safety net services, nonprofit leaders across the
country are facing tough decisions. Many have had to lay off staff and make other painful
cuts. Organizations are scrambling to obtain emergency grants and lines of credit, in lieu
of traditional fundraising efforts suddenly halted by the pandemic (Rendon, 2020). On
average, nonprofits have just 3 months’ worth of cash reserves; 12 percent of nonprofits
have less than 2 weeks cash on hand (Rendon, 2020). The competing demands of
personnel and programs place many already strained nonprofit organizations at
significant risk due to the destructive impact of COVID-19. The height of the pandemic’s
first wave created significant financial stress for nonprofits. Many organizations are at
risk of folding under the weight of this financial burden (Loomis, 2020).
Moreover, the challenges caused by the pandemic have forced nonprofits to work
differently. Organizations are not able to deliver services in the same way as prepandemic (Loomis, 2020). Although the federal government provided COVID-19
response funding to mitigate financial burdens on small nonprofits, the funding falls short
in covering both payroll and vital programming. Desperation and constraint are forcing
innovation and adaptability. Nonprofit organizations need to innovate and adapt through
the pandemic wildfire to not only survive, but to thrive (Loomis, 2020). Organizations
providing safety net services are not only fighting for their own survival, but that of the
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individuals and families they serve
Theoretical Rationale
Complexity leadership theory (CLT) suggests that adaptability, which enhances
performance and innovation, occurs in everyday interactions of individuals acting in
response to pressures and opportunities in their local context (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009).
CLT identifies two primary systems within organizations: an operational system and an
entrepreneurial system. The operational system drives formality, standardization, and
business performance. The entrepreneurial system strives for innovation, learning, and
growth (Arena & Uhl-Bien, 2016).
Arena and Uhl-Bien (2016) further argue that the conflict experienced in the
dynamic tension between the two systems is the key to innovation and organizational
adaptability. Adaptive space occurs at the intersection of the two systems by embracing,
rather than stifling, the dynamic tension. Enabling the free flow of ideas across the two
systems sparks emergence of novel ideas and leverages the natural benefits of cohesion
that occur in the entrepreneurial context. This cohesion fosters and supports innovation
implementation. According to Arena and Uhl-Bien (2016), adaptive space is essential in
helping organizations overcome the natural bias for the operational system to stifle
creative energy, thereby limiting bold innovations and adaptive capacity required to
navigate current pressures facing the nonprofit sector.
CLT has roots in complexity science and complex adaptive systems theory.
Complexity is characterized by significant levels of uncertainty, ambiguity, and
interdependence challenging the operational environments of many organizations
(Clarke, 2013). Understanding and managing emergent processes that generate innovative
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outcomes has become a strategic issue for organizational leadership (Lord et al., 2015).
Lichtenstein (2016) argues that CLT manages to focus the collective, interactional
generative emergence process as the driving force behind organizational innovation.
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study is to explore relationships among leadership practices,
organizational capacities, and innovation in small nonprofit organizations providing
safety net services across New York State. Current environmental trends, including a
global pandemic and significant decreases in funding, have created a survival of the
fittest battle for small nonprofit organizations. Survival of these organizations will require
leaders to maximize opportunities for innovation, while simultaneously maximizing both
human and fiscal resources (Jaskyte, 2011; Shumate, 2017). This study will expand the
current body of knowledge related to leadership practices that support innovation in small
nonprofits.
Furthermore, by also exploring the dimensions of organizational capacity that
support innovation in small nonprofits across New York State, this study has potential to
inform sector leaders related to efficient and effective utilization of agency resources. The
needs of vulnerable individuals and families are not finite; consistent, ongoing access to
lifesaving safety net services remains imperative. This study expands knowledge of
specific dimensions of organizational capacity most likely to support that accessibility,
even in times of national emergencies and disasters.
Research Questions
This study was designed to explore relationships among leadership practices,
organizational capacities, and innovation in small nonprofit organizations across New
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York State providing safety net services. This study was by guided by the following two
research questions:
RQ 1: To what extent do leadership practices and dimensions of organizational
capacities predict an organization's innovation in small nonprofit organizations that
provide safety net services?
RQ 2: Which leadership practices and dimensions of organizational capacity best
predict an organization's innovation in small nonprofit organizations that provide safety
net services
Potential Significance of the Study
The U.S. social safety net is formed by government agencies and various sized
public and private nonprofit organizations (Paynter & Berner, 2014). Existing literature
related to studies of nonprofit organizations providing safety net services focus on large
nonprofits. Limited literature exists specific to small to medium nonprofit organizations.
Organizational capacity is critical for small nonprofits providing these services to operate
effectively under uncertain and dynamic circumstances (Kapucu et al., 2011). Current
environmental trends, including continued devolution of government, emerging threats of
an economic recession, and severe state budget cuts, jeopardize the ability of nonprofit
organizations that provide safety net services to continue meeting societal demand.
Current organizational capacity research applies, primarily, to large nonprofits, but not to
the tens of thousands of small community-based nonprofits responsible for providing lifesustaining safety net services to vulnerable populations (Paynter & Berner, 2014).
Furthermore, as the nonprofit landscape continues to demand pivots in leadership
practices and capacity-building innovation, this study has potential to inform the iterative
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leadership process required to meet the needs of society’s most vulnerable members in
the future.
Bublitz et al. (2021) argued that emergencies and disasters often expose existing
systemic flaws. During emergencies and disasters, like COVID-19, vulnerable
individuals and families rely on safety net services more than ever, yet systemic flaws
often preclude access. Vulnerable individuals and families, regardless of geographic area,
unequivocally deserve access to lifesaving safety net services. This study has potential to
inform future infrastructure development in geographically diverse small nonprofits to
mitigate this systemic flaw.
Definition of Terms
Safety net services are defined as services designed to prevent people from
suffering such as lack of food, shelter, clothing, medical treatment, and work (Paynter &
Berner, 2014).
Capacity is defined as the processes, practices, and people that an organization
has at its disposal that enable it to produce, perform, or deploy resources to achieve its
mission (Shumate et al., 2017).
Innovation is defined as a multistage process between leaders, coworkers, and
organizational climate that turns opportunities into new ideas and practices (McMurray et
al., 2013).
Vulnerable populations are defined as those groups of people at risk of harm due
to poverty, physical, mental, and/or developmental disease or disability, homelessness or
unstable housing, lack of education, and/or lack of employment.
Adaptability is defined as an organization’s ability to make itself more suitable to
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a changing environment (Obolensky, 2016).
Adaptive space is defined as the interface of the operational and entrepreneurial
systems within an organization that ignites emergence of new ideas and facilitates
leveraging the natural benefits of cohesion that occur in the entrepreneurial context of
developing and sharing ideas (Arena & Uhl-Bien, 2016).
Chapter Summary
Small nonprofit organizations providing safety net services face significant threats
to continued ability to meet the increasing needs of vulnerable populations. Current
environmental trends, including COVID-19, emerging threats of an economic recession,
and severe state budget cuts jeopardize the ability of nonprofit organizations that provide
safety net services to continue meeting societal demand. Complexity leadership theory
posits that leaders can create adaptive space in which organizations providing these
services can build capacities that support innovation in the face of impending financial
restrictions and pandemic aftermath. (Hazy & Prottas, 2018; Hazy & Uhl-Bien, 2015).
Exploring relationships among leadership practices and nonprofit capacities may
strengthen small nonprofit organization leaders’ ability to effectively traverse
opportunities for innovation, ignited by uncertain times predicated on decreased stability
of financial resources.
The next chapter provides a summary of literature related to the state of affairs in
nonprofit organizations, the significance of safety net services to communities’ most
vulnerable populations, and the relevance of complexity leadership theory as a lens
through which to explore relationships among leadership practices, organizational
capacities, and innovation.
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Chapter 3 outlines the methodology implemented in this study to explore
relationships among leadership practices, dimensions of organizational capacities, and
innovation in small nonprofit organizations across New York State providing one or more
safety net services. Chapter 3 includes the research context, participants, data collection
instruments, and data analysis procedures used in this study. Chapter 4 presents
descriptive and inferential statistical analysis of the predictor variables of leadership
practices and dimensions of organizational capacities and the outcome variable of
innovation. Finally, Chapter 5 presents the implications of the findings, the limitations of
this study, and recommendation for future research, policy, and practice.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature
Introduction and Purpose
This chapter will review literature relevant to leadership practices, organizational
capacities, and innovation in small to medium nonprofit organizations providing safety
net services. Current environmental trends, including a global pandemic and significant
decreases in funding, have created a survival of the fittest battle for small nonprofit
organizations. Survival of these organizations will require leaders to maximize
opportunities for innovation, while simultaneously maximizing both human and fiscal
resources. This study will expand the current body of knowledge related to leadership
practices that support innovation in small nonprofits. Furthermore, by also exploring the
dimensions of organizational capacity that support innovation in small nonprofits across
New York State, this study has potential to inform leaders related to efficient and
effective utilization of agency resources.
The review begins with an overview of nonprofit organizations, including those
providing safety net services. Secondly, a literature review relevant to the constructs of
organizational capacity, innovation, and leadership will be presented. Finally, a
discussion of complexity leadership theory, including an overview and its historical
context is included.
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Nonprofit Organizations
Lester Salamon (2012) argued that a struggle is underway at the present time for
the soul of America’s nonprofit sector: the expansive aggregation of private, tax-exempt
hospitals, higher education institutions, day care centers, nursing homes, symphonies,
social service agencies, environmental organizations, civil rights organizations, and
numerous others that comprise this important, yet often misunderstood, sector of
American life. Furthermore, Salamon (2012) suggested that nonprofits are “dual
identity,” referring to the requirement of nonprofit organizations to operate in a profitoriented market economy. Market pressures create a much broader sustainability chasm
that small nonprofits are challenged to bridge.
Although incorporation serves as a potential bridge, a large portion of the
nonprofit sector is unincorporated, which makes an accurate count of organizations
within this sector a guesstimate at best. Moreover, the data available related to even the
formally incorporated organizations are notoriously imperfect (Salamon, 2012).
Conservatively, the number of incorporated tax-exempt organizations is
approximately 2 million, of which 1.6 million comprise the public-serving portion of the
sector. Within this portion of the nonprofit sector, Salamon (2012) identified four distinct
subgroups: service and expressive organizations (ranging from hospitals to cultural
institutions), social welfare and lobbying organizations, foundations and federated
funders, and religious organizations. Government, with record debt and unprecedented
deficits, is considering how to reduce social programs, rather than expand capacity to
meet societal demand. Therefore, community-based nonprofit organizations provide
expanded safety net services to fill the gaps (Paynter & Berner, 2014). From 2006 –

11

2016, the number of nonprofit organizations registered with the Internal Revenue Service
rose from 1.48 million to 1.54 million, representing a 4.5% increase. Moreover, in this
same period of time, the number of public charities (including arts, culture and
humanities organizations, education organizations, health care organizations, human
service organizations, and other types of organizations to which donors can make taxdeductible donations) grew 19.6 %, more than four times the rate of the cumulative
nonprofit sector (NCCS, 2020).
AbouAssi and Bies (2018) argued that the institutional environment of nonprofit
organizations is controlled largely by government, but moderated by their status as
private organizations, separate from government. While some government agencies
regulate nonprofits, other agencies fund or contract services out to these organizations.
Nonprofits are also independent, private firms, operating in philanthropic markets.
Securing autonomy becomes complicated, particularly as such autonomy is often tied to
institutional legitimacy. Moreover, all of this occurs as nonprofits are increasingly called
on to respond to societal needs and avoid mission displacement (AbouAssi & Bies,
2018).
Al-Tabbaa et al. (2014) agreed that nonprofits are operating in a constrained
environment where maintaining economic viability and growth has become a significant
issue. Furthermore, this challenge has been driven by factors including escalation of
sector competition, uncertainty about government funding and private donors, and an
overall reduction in philanthropic income sources. Such conditions require that nonprofits
explore new approaches and innovative collaborations to maintain their services while
remaining sustainable. Moreover, Bach-Mortensen and Montgomery (2018) suggested
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evaluation as key for nonprofits to demonstrate sustainability. Historically, nonprofit
organizations struggle to evaluate their activities following the principles of evidencebased practice; however, quality data-driven metrics are imperative in a sustainable fiscal
organizational capacity.
Organizational Capacity
Barman and MacIndoe (2012) operationalized organizational capacity as the
presence of written rules and members with specialized knowledge. Nonprofits with
adequate organizational capacity demonstrate the ability to respond to isomorphic
pressures to implement new organizational practices. The study tests institutional
explanations for the inconsistent implementation of one practice, outcome measurement
(OM). A central tenet of institutional theory, the theoretical framework for this study,
states that organizations in a field come to exhibit similar traits over time. Therefore,
Barman and MacIndoe (2012) hypothesized that organizations are more likely to adopt
outcome measurement if internal key actors promote its use. Consideration of the
nonprofit sector and the distribution of the organizational data gathered led to the
selection of three measures of organizational capacity to test by logistic regression. Odds
ratios indicated a weak study with a small effect size. Limitations of this study include
lack of generalizability due to sampling from one city and the selected methodology.
Mixed methods would have more effectively explained the intersectionality of multiple
variables.
Kapucu et al. (2011) also conducted a weak study relying on descriptive rather
than inferential statistics. Although the findings illustrate that capacity building training
improved organizational effectiveness in this single entity, the lack of statistical evidence
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prohibits generalizing the results to like-mission agencies. Consistent with Barman and
MacIndoe (2012), Kapucu et al. (2011) argued the importance of including agencies'
structural characteristics as a specific dimension of capacity when examining
organizational capacity building investments.
Cornforth and Mordaunt (2011) further supported the importance of investing in
capacity building to improve nonprofit organizational effectiveness with the findings of
an in-depth examination of an innovative foundation with a longstanding history of
funding capacity building initiatives. For the purposes of this study, capacity was
operationalized as developing the capabilities of an organization to improve its
effectiveness and sustainability.
Data gathering occurred in two phases, using multiple methods, consistent with
engaged research. Participants were involved in regular discussions and feedback to
check interpretations and develop shared understandings (Cornforth & Mordaunt, 2011).
Phase 1 consisted of interviews with foundation members and key stakeholders. Further
interviews and focus groups structured Phase 2. Data analysis occurred throughout the
study, incorporating both inductive and deductive approaches. Strength of this study is
evidenced by both the data collection and analysis methodologies. Consistent with studies
previously discussed, Cornforth and Mordaunt (2011) suggested that multiple factors are
associated with successful capacity building initiatives for nonprofits.
Svensson et al. (2017) further explored a multidimensional capacity framework
through the lens of a specific segment of youth development nonprofit organizations. The
phenomenon of capacity was explored through in-depth interviews with key leaders to
provide a deeper understanding of strengths and challenges. In this study, capacity was
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operationalized as the ability of an organization to draw on various internal and external
resources. Findings from Svensson et al. (20017) further revealed the intersectionality of
organizational capacity and organizational effectiveness.
Walters (2020) examined the results of a scoping review, including 15 articles,
characterizing empirical knowledge related to organizational capacity in rural nonprofits
in the US. Supported throughout the literature, precisely defining organizational capacity
presents challenges due to individual organizational needs to function and be successful
(Walters, 2020). Rural nonprofits are integral players in addressing economic, social, and
health problems and improving residents' quality of life. However, organizational
capacity does not typically include contextual factors, like geography, that significantly
impact the ability of rural nonprofits to be successful (Walters, 2020).
Inclusion criteria for this study included: articles examined at least one topic
related to organizational capacity of nonprofits located in rural areas of the US; studies
were empirical; and collected data and/or utilized data from January 2008 to May 2018
(Walters, 2020). Search methods included academic databases and websites. Twelve
studies from the database search and three studies from the website search met all
inclusion criteria. The review included two quantitative studies, six qualitative studies,
and seven mixed methods studies. One study used random sampling; another used
random and purposive sampling; the remaining 13 used purposive sampling. Most studies
utilized a sample under 30 (Walters, 2020).
Studies (Brown et al., 2016; Cornforth & Mordaunt, 2011; Lu et al., 2019) found
that insufficient funding impacted organizations' ability to engage in capacity building
activities. Furthermore, rural nonprofits are at an even greater financial disadvantage. As

15

compared to urban nonprofits, rural nonprofits accessing information about funding
opportunities and receiving grant awards from federal, state, and local governments was
identified as increasingly challenging (Walters, 2020).
Despard (2016) further identified the challenges to include an organization's
evaluation capacity. Evaluation capacity deficits hinder the organization's efforts to meet
accountability and program improvement demands (Despard, 2016). Similar to Svensson
et al. (2017), Despard (2016) argued that evaluation capacity consideration is critical to
the intersectionality of overall organizational capacity and effectiveness.
Findings from Despard's (2016) randomized experimental study suggest that
small community-based nonprofit organizations can strengthen evaluation capacity when
provided structured interventions over a period of several months. However, limited onetime learning and skill-building opportunities may be insufficient to build capacity within
funder accountability time constraints. Furthermore, enhanced evaluation functions make
it more possible, yet not more likely, that nonprofits can use outcome data to improve
programs and services (Despard, 2016). Carmen and Fredericks (2010) further argued
that despite access to evaluation capacity-building interventions, nonprofits continue to
struggle with evaluation design issues, effective data collection, and human resource
limitations that hinder the sustainability of intervention effectiveness.
Moreover, Brown et al. (2016) examined the intersectionality of multiple
dimensions of capacity, including evaluation. Findings from the mixed methods study
suggest that human, financial, and social capital contribute to building organizational
capacity and improving agency effectiveness (Brown et al., 2016). However, the lack of a
universal performance measure was a study limitation. Respondents were allowed to
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discuss factors that might not contribute to an objective definition of performance (Brown
et al., 2016).
Further supporting the significance of human capital, Prugsamatz (2010)
examined the role of learning within organizational settings as a contributor to capacitybuilding. Findings suggest that individual motivation to learn, team dynamics, and
organizational cultural practices collectively influence organizational capacity.
Furthermore, Prugsmatz (2010) argued that if leaders better understood the organizational
learning process, structured capacity-building interventions would improve performance,
evaluation, and funding opportunities. Lack of generalizability and cross-sector
applicability were limitations of this study.
Finally, Lu et al. (2019) conducted a meta-analysis to explore the significance of
diversifying organizational funding opportunities as a financial capacity-building
strategy. Examining 258 effect sizes from 23 studies found that diversification had little
impact on organization financial vulnerability and a slightly negative effect on financial
capacity. Furthermore, the effect on financial capacity becomes smaller, over time, with
a more comprehensive measure of revenue diversification. However, additional research
is needed due to the inconsistency of results across existing studies (Lu et al., 2019).
Additional research is also warranted due to the limitations of this study (Lu et al.,
2019). Although organizational financial performance is a multidimensional construct,
Lu et al. (2019) examined only financial capacity and financial vulnerability. Secondly,
meta-analysis identifies association, rather than causality. Finally, the sample included
primarily U.S. organizations and spanned a large time frame during which the nonprofit
sector rapidly evolved (Lu et al., 2019). Although research shows that financial capacity
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is associated with innovation potential, additional studies support innovation as multifactor process.
Innovation
McMurray et al. (2013) operationalized innovation as a multistage process
between leaders, coworkers, and organizational components such as culture and climate
that involve turning opportunities into new ideas and practices. Innovation was measured
using the Workplace Innovation Scale (WIS). The scale comprises four dimensions of
organizational innovation and responses are reflected on a Likert scale. The other two
independent variables, leadership and organizational climate, were measured using the
Transformational Leadership Scale (TLS) and the Organizational Climate Questionnaire,
respectively. Each variable had multiple levels.
McMurray et al. (2013) identified the reliability and validity of each measurement
instrument. Data analyses controlled for age, gender, education, and tenure with the
organization. A regression analysis utilized the summary measures of leadership,
organizational climate, and workplace innovation. Simultaneous regression of leadership
and organizational climate onto workplace innovation showed that leadership was a
significant predictor of workplace innovation. However, organizational climate was not.
Regression-based path analysis provided a test of the mediating effects of organizational
climate in a nonprofit organization on the relationship between leadership and workplace
innovation. Two of eight leadership scales evidenced mediation effects. Cross-sectional,
nonexperimental design and small sample size were limitations of this study.
Longitudinal or experimental design of future research would strengthen causal
inferences (McMurray et al., 2013).
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Jaskyte and Dressler (2003) examined the relationship between organizational
innovativeness and organizational culture, including leadership and organizational size as
control variables. This study addressed the hypothesis that cultural consensus and
organizational values are related to organizational innovativeness when controlling for
organizational size and transformational leadership. The organization was the unit of
analysis; therefore, individual employee responses on the two survey instruments were
aggregated to obtain estimates of organizational culture for data analysis. Similar to
previously discussed studies, Jaskyte and Dressler (2003) accounted for the reliability and
validity of both instruments.
While study results support the inclusion of organizational culture in models of
innovation, Jaskyte and Dressler (2003) found that a strongly shared culture may not
foster innovation. High cultural consensus indicated lower levels of organizational
innovativeness. Furthermore, a disruption in organizational harmony and predictability
could stifle innovation. In contrast to McMurray et al. (2013), Jaskyte and Dressler
(2003) found that transformational leadership was not significantly correlated with
organizational innovativeness. Study limitations include the exploratory cross-sectional
design and the small sample size precluded sophisticated statistical analysis.
Hoeber and Hoeber (2012) examined organizational innovation as a process with
multiple determinants. The case study further revealed the importance of each
determinant during various phases of the innovation process. Using a case study approach
permitted an in-depth examination of the context surrounding innovation, incorporating
multiple data collection methods. Recognizing that innovation may be "contextsensitive," Hoeber and Hoeber (2012) state that selection of a sport organization in a mid-
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sized Canadian city limited the study; however, the time-sensitive technological nature of
the innovation was of particular interest.
In contrast, Jaskyte et al. (2017) examined nonprofit organizational innovation
from a funding perspective, interviewing multiple foundations identified via snowball
sampling. Foundations' descriptions of specific motivators to fund nonprofit
organizational innovation provided rich data for inductive analysis. In addition, texts
from foundations' websites, blogs, newsletters, publications, annual reports, published
research, advertisements, and grant guidelines were collected in order to triangulate the
interview data. The results clarify motivations behind foundations' decisions to support
innovation, as well as specific strategies for increasing levels of organizational innovation
(Jaskyte et al., 2017); however, these findings cannot be generalized to all foundations.
Furthermore, although specific strategies were revealed, an additional limitation is lack of
data supporting the effectiveness of these strategies.
Jaskyte (2012) further suggested that a strong board of directors serves as an
additional strategy for successful innovation. The board sets the tone for innovative
thinking and creative approaches to problem-solving challenges. In addition to
governance, board capital, consisting of both human and social capital, can impact
strategic change and innovation. Board effectiveness includes both internal and external
control functions. Through internal functions, the board supports idea generation and
adoption. Through external control functions, the board assists in securing resources
needed for implementation (Jaskyte, 2012).
Peng and Liang (2019) argued that successful innovation strategies also include
shifting from a nonprofit organization paradigm to a social entrepreneurial paradigm. In a

20

context of weak global economic growth, this paradigm transformation is critical for
social innovation and sustainable organizational development (Peng & Liang, 2019).
Most studies related to this transformation focus on organizational attributes. Peng and
Liang (2019), however, explored social entrepreneurial intention from the nonprofit
workers' perspective. Surveys included questions related to multiple variables, including
empathy, social responsibility, and social capital within the organizational context.
Bonding social capital and support had a direct relationship to the social entrepreneurial
intentions of nonprofit workers, albeit a small effect size.
Limitations of this study include the exclusion of multiple additional variables
that may precede individual social entrepreneurial intention. Peng and Liang (2019)
suggested future qualitative studies to explore individual experience of social
entrepreneurial intention within nonprofit organizations in more depth.
Compared to nonprofit organizations, social enterprises have greater independent
economic capabilities contributing to innovation (Peng & Liang, 2019). Hull and Lio
(2006) concurred that nonprofit organizations face complicated restrictions on strategic
financial opportunities. Nonprofit organizations are typically risk-averse and constrained
by extensive responsibility and extreme accountability for failure (Hull & Lio, 2006).
Faced with potential disruption to or elimination of programs/services due to financial
restrictions, nonprofits do not embrace innovation or social entrepreneurialism the same
was as for-profit counterparts (O'Reilly & Binns, 2019).
Clayton Christensen first introduced the term disruptive innovation in a 1995
Harvard Business Review article (Gobble, 2016). Initially, Christensen identified
disruptive innovation as technology; however, later publications acknowledged that
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technology itself is not inherently disruptive. The associated business model makes an
innovation disruptive (Gobble, 2016). Since its inception, the concept of disruptive
innovation has evolved across sectors, including health care, secondary education, and
higher education. Gobble (2016) further contends that disruptive innovation is useful for
understanding what may be happening in a given context and how to strategically
respond. Disruptive innovation can describe any situation in which an industry is shaken
up and previously successful entities stumble.
Assink (2006) examined the interrelationship and interdependence of inhibiting
factors to better understand how companies can improve disruptive innovation
capabilities. Resulting themes included the inability to unlearn obsolete mental models, a
risk-averse corporate climate, innovation process mismanagement, lack of adequate
follow-through, and the inability to develop required infrastructure. Although limited to
the corporate sector, the findings encourage cross-sector examination of disruptive
innovation inhibitors (Assink, 2006).
O'Reilly and Binns (2019) further explored corporate disruptive innovation using
case studies of Amazon and IBM. Findings identified three distinct disciplines that
companies needed to master: ideation to generate potential new business ideas,
incubation to validate these ideas, and scaling to reallocate assets and capabilities
necessary for growth. Organizations faced with potential disruption commit resources to
generating new ideas for exploration but struggle to convert these ideas into meaningful
business models (O'Reilly & Binns, 2019).
Moreover, Dudley et al. (2017) explored Uber's success with disruptive
innovation, catapulting them to worldwide growth in service delivery. Uber provided a
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case study in how to exploit weaknesses in competitors and regulatory systems by taking
on the role of a disruptive innovator. Uber's service is not unique; however, an invasive
approach in multiple geographic areas attempts to bypass regulatory regimes that stifle
competitors.
Bendell and Thomas (2013) profiled four sustainable entrepreneurs from the
United States, the United Kingdom, the Philippines, and South Africa to support
disruptive innovation as an experience of luxury entrepreneurs, in addition to
corporations. Contrasting Clayton Christensen's initial premise that disruptive
innovations always start by providing cheaper options of an existing commodity or
service, Bendell and Thomas (2013) argued that this process does not reflect the
disruptive innovation process in luxury sectors.
Finally, Ho and Chen (2018) examined how Kodak and Fujifilm confronted the
digital disruption in the film industry. Case studies of the two companies suggest a
systematic approach to navigate technological disruptions. Ho and Chen (2018)
contended that the challenge lies in a timely redefining of a company's core business and
restructuring the organization to ensure consistent execution of innovative strategies.
Furthermore, the change of leadership with different visions may have also played a role
(Ho & Chen, 2018).
Leadership
Lukes and Stephan (2012) contended that nonprofit leaders are required to adopt
an increasingly business-like approach in creating, discovering, and benefitting from
opportunities that improve organizational ability to meet societal needs. Due to
globalization and increasing competition for grants and donors, nonprofit leaders are
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increasingly forced to act in an entrepreneurial manner. While retaining a social focus,
nonprofit leaders are driven to self-finance organizational activities by developing
independent revenue streams through innovative programs and services (Lukes &
Stephan, 2012).
Exploration of entrepreneurial dispositions of nonprofit and for-profit leaders
included face-to-face interviews, during which participants also completed a
questionnaire related to personality traits and motivation. Findings suggest that although
nonprofit leaders and for-profit entrepreneurs exhibit similar personality traits, the two
groups hold distinctly different motives for their work. Nonprofit leaders identified
meaningfulness of work and providing help to others as strong motivators. In contrast,
for-profit entrepreneurs identified autonomy, income, and profit (Lukes & Stephan,
2012).
Finally, Lukes and Stephan (2012) argued that nonprofit leaders should be
referred to as social entrepreneurs due to their combined personality traits and motives.
Limitations to this study included lack of generalizability, potential for bias related to
self-reported responses, and limited scope of the questionnaire distributed to support
interviews.
Moynihan (2013) further supported an entrepreneurial leadership approach.
Formal leadership tightly controls information flows, resulting in dysfunction and missed
opportunities for innovation. In contrast, collaborative leaders demonstrate a strong
service mentality and approach innovative opportunities from an empowerment
perspective (Moynihan, 2013).
Arthur and Hardy (2014) conducted a field-based quasi-experimental study
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designed to examine the effectiveness of transformational leadership in remediating poor
organizational performance. Randomized sampling was not possible. Senior management
assigned the treatment condition to the low performing units. The other half of the
organization served as the control group. The intervention was evaluated using a pretest
posttest design. The independent variable was transformational leadership intervention;
the dependent variable was performance. The study controlled for staff turnover.
Intervention consisted of four half-day interactive leadership workshops. Participants
completed a leadership scale based on the Transformational Leadership Inventory and the
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. Response format was on a 5-point Likert scale. A
2 x 2 randomized MANOVA on leader behaviors indicated significant effects F(7,
1,447)=6.01, p<0.01.
In contrast, Brandt et al. (2018) examined participants' experience of postconventional leadership principles expressed during the change (innovation) process.
Utilizing a retrospective exploratory qualitative design, semi-structured interviews and a
series of workshops provided data for thematic analysis. In addition, this study adopted
an interactive research design, incorporating two groups of participants. Purposive
sampling allowed for information-rich cases related to different perspectives of the
change process (Brandt et al., 2018). Two main themes, explorative work methods and
leadership footprints, were supported by six subthemes. Results indicate that a
transformational change process took place with a leader adopting post-conventional
principles.
Brandt et al. (2018) and Arthur and Hardy (2014) determined that
transformational leadership behaviors impact the organizational change process.
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However, Moynihan and Ingraham (2004) identify integrative leadership as critical to
organizational success and nonprofit performance. Using a quantitative nonexperimental
comparative design, Managing for Results (MFR) survey data was collected from all 50
U.S. states. Leadership was identified as the multiple level independent variable; decision
making was the dependent variable. Moynihan and Ingraham (2004) examined whether
visible and active leadership activity in the area of MFR has a positive effect on
performance-information use. Barman and MacIndoe (2012) considered similar effects
when examining leaders' implementation of outcome measurement data in organizational
decision making.
Two models were tested using ordinary least squares (OLS) regression (Moynihan
& Ingraham, 2004). Coefficients of determination .405 and .516 indicated medium effect
size. Results suggest that the influence of leadership varies with the type of leader
promoting initiatives. Findings also suggest that how leadership is exerted also has an
impact. However, small sample size and study design were limitations in generalizing the
results. Moynihan and Ingraham (2004) reported the most striking result of data analysis
relates to how leadership practices are demonstrated.
Moreover, Grisaffe et al. (2016) and Erdurmazh (2018) suggested that servant
leadership practices have strong potential to impact organizational culture and
performance. In a quantitative nonexperimental associational study, Erdurmazh (2018)
hypothesized that servant leadership practices partially mediate the relationship between
organizational culture and organizational commitment. Predictor variables included four
dimensions of culture: innovative, competitive, bureaucratic, and community. Affective
commitment was the dependent variable. Convenience sampling was used to obtain a
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31% response rate. Data was collected using an organizational culture scale based on the
four dimensions of culture. The instrument included items related to servant leadership
practices within the organization. Erdurmazh (2018) utilized linear regression analyses to
establish three models with all cultural dimensions concurrently included to control for
the effect of each other. A hierarchical regression was performed to test the mediation
effect of servant leadership.
Results revealed that inclusion of servant leadership in the analysis lessened the
magnitude of effects on organizational culture. A confirmatory Sobel test further
supported a partial mediating effect of servant leadership on the relationship between
organizational culture and commitment z =3.46, p<0.01 (Erdurmazh, 2018). Although
servant leadership positively impacted organizational culture, Erdurmazh (2018)
suggested further research include a range of leadership approaches, including servant
leadership. Limitations of this study included sample size and design.
Day et al. (2014) examined the intrapersonal and interpersonal issues related to
phenomena that develop during the pursuit of effective leadership. Intrapersonal
attributes included experience and learning, skills, personality, and self-development.
Interpersonal attributes included creating a positive learning environment and authentic
leadership traits of transparency, self-awareness, and trust.
Theory: Complexity Leadership Theory
Complexity leadership theory (CLT) is a contemporary view of leadership based
on dynamic capabilities of complex adaptive systems (CAS). Complexity leadership
theory focuses on strategies and behaviors that foster organizational and subunit
creativity, learning, and adaptability that emerge under the right CAS dynamics (Uhl-
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Bien et al., 2007). CLT suggests that adaptability, which enhances performance and
innovation, occurs in everyday interactions of individuals acting in response to pressures
and opportunities in their local context (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009). CLT identifies two
primary systems within organizations: an operational system and an entrepreneurial
system. The operational system drives formality, standardization, and business
performance. The entrepreneurial system strives for innovation, learning, and growth
(Arena & Uhl-Bien, 2016).
Considering the complexity approach, leadership is not an individual, but a
recognizable pattern of social and relational organizing among autonomous
heterogeneous individuals as they form into a system of action (Hazy & Uhl-Bien, 2015).
Complexity approaches do not discount individual leaders but focus on the importance of
broader organizing effects that include both individual practices and system effects.
Complex adaptive systems incorporate five functional leadership demands: generative,
administrative, community-building, information-gathering, and information using (Hazy
& Uhl-Bien, 2018). The core element of CLT is a proposed set of informal interactive
dynamics that produce much of the adaptability in organizations. Moreover, the emergent
social structure that arises from iterations of interactions moves leadership beyond the
traditional person-role centered paradigm (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009).
Historical Context
The roots of CLT lie in complexity science and chaos theory. Although argued to
be two sides of the same coin, debate lingers regarding which is a subset of the other
(Obolensky, 2016). Complexity science suggests multiple interconnecting parts, each
affecting the others in an open, interactive, and iterative process which defies both
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prediction and control. Moreover, complexity science is rooted in cybernetics and
systems thinking. Obolensky (2016) further postulated that CLT resulted from the
evolution of anarchy to oligarchy to polyarchy. Initially, civilization was founded in
anarchy, chaos with no leader. As humans became increasingly civilized, elites
recognized the need for a more elaborative organizational structure. Thus, the birth of
oligarchy; government run by the power of a few. Finally, the power of a few evolved
into leadership by many, or polyarchy (Obolensky, 2016).
Moreover, although seemingly Darwinian (survival of the fittest), the evolutionary
process can also be viewed as a Hegelian dialectic; an interpretive method used to relate
specific entities or events to the absolute idea, in which an assertible proposition (thesis)
is necessarily opposed by an equally assertible and apparently contradictory proposition
(antithesis). CLT posits that with through the evolutionary process polyarchy emerges
from the natural synthesis of anarchy (thesis) and oligarchy (antithesis). Obolensky
(2016) suggested that regardless of the metaphorical or theoretical viewpoint chosen,
polyarchy represents a deeper shift in world change that demands increasingly complex
leadership strategies.
Development of CLT
Arena and Uhl-Bien (2016) suggested that CLT initially developed in the human
resources field, as an effort to optimize human capital strategies to win the war on talent.
Winning this war required building out comprehensive talent management systems,
validating leadership competency models, and designing the best possible leadership
development programs. More recently, emphasis was placed on employee engagement,
refining performance management systems, and leveraging people analytics. Research
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suggests that currently, human resource professionals need to focus on developing social
capital strategies, rather than previously lauded human-capital-centric approaches to drive
performance and innovation in complex organizations. Social capital refers to the
competitive advantage created based on the way individuals are connected to others
(Arena & Uhl-Bien, 2016).
Group cohesion and brokerage, two aspects of social capital, form a foundation
for CLT. Group cohesion is best defined as how connected an individual within a group is
to others in the same group. Brokerage refers to building bridge connections between
groups. High performers within an organizational network are uniquely positioned as
brokers, as these individuals tend to perform better, advance quicker, and are better
compensated. Competitive advantages of the broker role include wider access to diverse
information, early access to new information, and control over the diffusion on
information (Arena & Uhl-Bien, 2016).
Moreover, the implications of social capital are even greater when considering
innovation. Innovation is as much a social phenomenon within a complex organization as
it is a technical one. Successful innovation in a social context requires a thorough
understanding of the interplay between cohesion and brokerage (Arena & Uhl-Bien,
2016). Leveraging the competitive advantage of brokers to drive better performance can
simultaneously drive the organization towards more effective innovation and adaptation
to future challenges.
As complexity leadership theory developed, the role of the leader was challenged.
Traditional leadership models argue that the role of the leader is to manage and reduce
conflict in all organizational systems. CLT is predicated on the belief that the conflict

30

between two systems, operational and entrepreneurial, is the key to innovation and
adaptability. Innovation occurs through the tension of the operational system pushing for
administrative efficiency and the entrepreneurial system pushing for creativity, learning,
and growth. Adaptive space occurs at the interface of these two systems by embracing,
rather than stifling, this dynamic tension (Arena & Uhl-Bien, 2016). Adaptive space
enables brokerage across organizational groups that ignites emergence of new ideas,
facilitates leveraging the natural benefits of cohesion that occur in the entrepreneurial
context of developing and sharing ideas, and fosters the emergence of innovation.
Applications of CLT
Through a descriptive case study of Spotify, Backlander (2019) examined
“enabling leadership” as an alternative leadership role using a CLT framework. At
Spotify, the agile coach role has evolved to focus on team dynamics and performance.
Agile methods of software development are often team-based, iterative in small
increments, and rely on collaborative, self-organizing teams to respond to increasingly
dynamic customer requirements. Self-organizing teams are groups of individuals that
manage their own workload, shift work among themselves based on need and best fit, and
participate in team decision making (Backlander, 2019). As opposed to traditional
managers, these teams have coaches to provide direction, ensure job alignment, and
foster commitment.
Backlander (2019) contended that in organizations for whom rapid production of
knowledge and innovation is crucial for survival in complex competitive landscapes, such
as Spotify, a key management challenge is learning what to structure and what not to
structure. Striking effective balance between order and disorder is integral to this process.
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Furthermore, Lichtenstein (2014) postulated that hitting this sweet spot of generative
emergence, organizations can continuously improve efficiency, adaptability, and
performance of the organizational system.
Based on semi-structured interviews with 16 agile coaches (AC) at Spotify,
Backlander (2019) sought to answer the following research questions: what do agile
coaches do here, why do they do it, why is the coach role needed here; what function do
they provide? Interviews took place over the period of 1 year. Coaches were aged 27-44
(M=35.0) and company tenure ranged from 5 months to 3.5 years (M= 18 months). Three
coaches had formal leadership positions of other ACs. Following a thematic data analysis
procedure, coding included a mix of a priori, theory-based codes and codes emerging
form the interview transcripts.
Backlander (2019) identified that the goal of agile coaches was accomplishing
adaptive space, and that coaches practice enabling leadership in order to create this space
for the teams they work with. Significant leadership practices identified included:
increased sensitivity to context cues, boosting and supporting other leaders, establishing,
and reminding people of simple principles, observing and monitoring team dynamics,
making the unseen more visible and tangible, and enabling and encouraging constructive
dialogue. Backlander (2019) highlighted two important practice implications emerging
from his study: fostering opportunity for constructive dialogue serves as the driver of
continuous improvement and change; and leaders need to value the power of quality
human interactions. Continuous improvement and change support innovation.
Challenges of CLT
CLT suggests that leadership theorists are looking for the wrong solutions to
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organizational control; that the paradigm of prescriptive and nonprescriptive leadership
practices incompletely frames the problem. CLT further posits that leaders mistakenly
look to influence systems directly, rather than understanding that success or failure of
leadership actions is attributable to the capacity of the organization that supports them.
The direct criticisms and imperative paradigm shift are often met with resistance from
tenured leaders (Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2001). Engrained leadership beliefs and practices
are difficult to modify, let alone completely abandon, especially during times of
organizational uncertainty. CLT may be unsettling because it challenges the previous
Newtonian-inspired assumptions of predictable outcomes, logical relationships, and
linear cause and effect. CLT embraces the unsettling, unpredictable, and nonlinear
activities required for 21st century organizations to survive problems generated by
globalization, rapid change, unpredictable technology advances, and the shifting
organizational focus on knowledge rather than commodities (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2008).
Chapter Summary
Nonprofits are operating in a constrained environment where maintaining
economic viability and growth has become a significant issue. Furthermore, this
challenge has been driven by factors including escalation of sector competition and fiscal
uncertainty. Such conditions require that nonprofits providing safety net services explore
new approaches and innovative collaborations to meet the changing needs of a
communities’ most vulnerable populations. Leadership practices and organizational
capacity are key components in creating space for innovation in small nonprofit
organizations. Complexity leadership theory posits that adaptive space fosters the
necessary innovation for nonprofit organizations providing safety-net services to develop,
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implement, and sustain best practices to meet the complex demands of key stakeholders,
including vulnerable populations depending on life-enhancing services.
Chapter 2 examined existing relevant literature related to leadership practices,
organizational capacities, innovation, and CLT as an overarching theoretical lens. In its
entirety, the literature reviewed supports the need for additional research to understand
the complex intersectionality of leadership, nonprofit dimensions of organizational
capacity, and effective mission-driven innovation. The following chapter describes the
research design, methodology, and data analysis procedures used to further explore this
intersectionality in small nonprofits providing safety-net services across New York State.
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Chapter 3: Research Design Methodology
General Perspective
Nonproﬁt organizations serve the public good by offering services that address
quality of life influencers such as poverty, crime, health, and education (Walters, 2020).
Nonprofits, while typifying the values of equity and social justice, face high expectations
for accountability, competition, and an increased demand for services, all of which
contribute to the need for these organizations to be more effective and efficient in
fulfilling their missions (Brown et al., 2016).
The need for efficiency and effectiveness, in combination with a harsh economic
climate, has brought the concept of organizational capacity to a heightened priority facing
the nonprofit sector (Cornforth & Mordaunt, 2011). Capacity-building initiatives are
common across nonprofit organizations (Shumate et al., 2017); however, rigorous, and
tight control by key leaders often stifles innovation that supports capacity building (Yapp,
2005). Nonprofit organizations face unique challenges, including extensive social
responsibility and complicated financial restrictions, that can make innovation endeavors
more difficult (Hull & Lio, 2006; Jaskyte, 2011). O'Reilly and Binns (2019) suggested
many companies facing imminent disruption embrace innovation. Brown et al. (2016)
argued that during periods of innovation, the nonprofit sector becomes increasingly
polarized between large, well-resourced organizations and small to medium-sized
organizations that find it increasingly difficult to compete for essential resources.
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Leaders of small – to - medium-sized organizations must consider ways of
building organizational capacity that allow them to respond to these challenges and
continue serving the public good. Increasing organizational capacity enhances
organizational performance, enabling a nonprofit to achieve its mission more effectively
and efficiently (Kapucu et al., 2011).
Hogan and Coote (2013), argue that innovation is key to increasing capacity and
overall organizational survival. Organizational capacity is critical for small nonprofits to
operate effectively under uncertain and dynamic circumstances (Kapucu et al., 2011).
Given current environmental trends, including the COVID-19 pandemic, continued
devolution of government, emerging threats of an economic recession, and severe state
budget cuts, the leadership practices and interventions designed to assist in building
capacity have significant implications for the future of small nonprofit organizations
(Kapucu et al., 2011) and the vulnerable populations relying on life-enhancing services
provided. The competing demands of personnel and programs place many already
strained nonprofit organizations at significant risk due to the destructive impact of
COVID-19. The height of the pandemic’s first wave created significant financial stress
for nonprofits. Many organizations are at risk of folding under the weight of this financial
burden (Loomis, 2020). Moreover, the challenges caused by the pandemic force
nonprofits to work differently. Organizations are not able to deliver services in the same
way as pre-pandemic (Loomis, 2020).
CLT posits that organizations can be represented as complex adaptive systems
with the ability to pivot service delivery as needed (Hazy & Prottas, 2018). Complexity is
characterized by significant levels of uncertainty, ambiguity, and interdependence
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challenging the operational environments of many organizations (Clarke, 2013).
Understanding and managing emergent processes that generate innovative outcomes has
become a strategic issue for organizational leadership (Lord et al., 2015). Lichtenstein
(2016) argues that CLT manages to focus the collective, interactional generative
emergence process as the driving force behind organizational innovation.
Research Design
Toward that end, this nonexperimental quantitative study examined the
association between the independent attribute variables of complexity leadership
practices and organizational capacities and the dependent variable of innovation. This
research design was appropriate because quantitative research examines relationships
among variables for significant associations/correlations, as opposed to a qualitative
design that would focus on exploring process and understanding of the problem using
more subjective data (Gliner et al., 2017). To identify these relationships, a
nonexperimental approach was appropriate because the independent variables were
measured rather than manipulated. Furthermore, a quantitative research design was most
effective for collecting and analyzing the large amount of data required to identify the
relationships of interest. The following multivariate research questions were addressed:
1. To what extent do leadership practices and dimensions of organizational
capacities predict an organization's innovation in small nonprofit organizations
that provide safety net services?
2. Which leadership practices and dimensions of organizational capacity best
predict an organization's innovation in small nonprofit organizations that provide
safety net services?
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Research Context
This study was conducted across small public and private nonprofit organizations
in urban, suburban, and rural areas across New York State. For the purposes of this study,
small nonprofits were defined as organizations with an annual budget at or below 5
million dollars.
Salamon (2012) estimated that nearly two million formally constituted tax-exempt
organizations exist in the United States, of which 1.6 million are public-serving
organizations. Independentsector.org provides nonprofit organization distribution across
the 50 states. New York State hosts 91,758 registered nonprofit organizations
(Independent Sector, 2020). Approximately 73,400 of those organizations are publicserving entities. The New York Council of Nonprofits (NYCON) has been instrumental in
New York’s nonprofit sector growth and development for over 90 years. NYCON
currently serves approximately 3,000 member organizations representing public, private
rural, and urban entities (NYCON, 2020). NYCON agreed to support this study by
distributing information via appropriate social media platforms and approving the use of
the membership list for the sampling frame.
The researcher reviewed archival data from each NYCON member organization’s
website to identify services provided and annual budgets. This study included only those
member organizations that provide one or more safety net services and report an annual
budget at or less than 5 million dollars.
Research Participants
The sampling frame for this study was executive leaders of the 3,000 NYCON
member organizations across New York State. NYCON member agencies represent
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public, private, rural, and urban entities across multiple geographic regions of New York
State. NYCON provided access to the current membership directory free of charge. The
directory lists member organizations and website addresses. Organizational demographic
data including geographic location of brick-and-mortar building, satellite locations (if
applicable), annual budget, services provided, and counties served within New York State
was collected from archival data found on each organization website.
Participant organizations were selected based on results of the archival data
collection process used to determine eligibility. The resulting eligible sample consisted of
111 participant organizations from that sampling frame of 3,000 NYCON member
organizations. Although simple random sampling of the eligible organizations would
have decreased response bias and increased the ability to generalize outcome data across
the whole population of interest, this additional sampling process was not used due to the
less than anticipated number of eligible organizations. As a strategy to maximize the
response rate NYCON agreed to post a description of the study and invitation to
participate on their social media platforms.
Gliner (2017) postulated that a larger sample (greater than 500 participants) will
more likely detect significant difference or relationship, leading to rejection of the null
hypothesis. However, population representation is more important than sample size.
Moreover, a sample that is too large may produce a large proportion of statistically
significant correlations, however, many will have very little practical significance. This
study was more interested in practical application of the results across rural, urban, and
suburban subgroups which supported the use of a smaller sample.
Following the archival data collection process, a description of the study, an
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invitation to participate, an informed consent form, and the survey instrument, were
electronically distributed to the 111 eligible organizations using Qualtrics. Anonymity of
participating executive leaders and associated organizations was ensured by using only
de-identified response data.
NYCON's support of this study had potential to improve the response rate. The
researcher was unable to secure formal sponsorship for this study, resulting in the lack of
a monetary incentive for participation. The researcher identified non-monetary incentives
of participation in the invitation letter distributed to all 111 organizations.
Instruments used in Data Collection
Internet distribution of survey instruments was used for data collection due to the
convenience and safety of this method, given the numerous pandemic protocols and
restrictions in place. Limited empirical evidence was available to indicate the overall
importance of anonymity to survey cooperation and quality (Lavrakas, 2008); however,
the researcher used survey research procedures congruent with maintaining anonymity
and the integrity of survey data. Components of the following three survey instruments
were combined to create the actual survey instrument used for this study: Complexity
Leadership Interaction Modes Instrument, Nonprofit Capacity Instrument, and the
Innovative Work Behavior Scale.
The Complexity Leadership Interaction Modes measurement instrument
(Appendix A) is a self-administered 10-item questionnaire that incorporates two 5question subscales: the Generative Leadership Mode (GLM) and the Administrative
Leadership Mode (ALM). Each subscale is intended to drive distinct types of value
creating support in organizational outcomes (Hazy & Prottas, 2018). The GLM measures
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aspects of organizational climate and culture that address risk and uncertainty within the
system. Hazy and Prottas (2018) postulated that these leadership interactions identify
alternative courses of action for organizations that create diversity of perspective and
build dynamic capabilities. The ALM scale captures observed leadership interactions that
promote convergence within human interaction dynamics. The ALM measures activities
that focus on priorities and maintain efficiency.
Initially developed as a 40-item scale, exploratory factor analysis supported the
shorter 10-item scale and the identified subscales (Hazy & Prottas, 2018). The Cronbach
alpha coefficient of internal reliability was 0.98 for the 40-item scale, 0.90 for the 10-item
scale, and 0.86 for each of the two subscales (Hazy & Prottas, 2018). The instrument
demonstrates strong reliability and validity characteristics in the combined and the two
individual subscales. The 10-item scale is significantly correlated (r=0.95) with the 40item scale; GLM subscale and ALM subscale are significantly correlated (r =0.90 and
0.84 respectively) with the 40-item scale and (r= 0.89 and 0.89 respectively) with the 10item scale. The instruments demonstrate stable psychometric properties (Hazy & Prottas,
2018).
The Nonprofit Capacities Instrument (Appendix B) is a self-administered 45-item
instrument that measures eight nonprofit capacities: financial management, adaptive
capacity, strategic planning, external communication, board leadership, operational
capacity, mission orientation, and staff management. Shumate et al. (2017) define
nonprofit capacity as the processes, practices, and people that the organization has at its
disposal that enable it to produce, perform, or deploy resources to achieve its mission.
Shumate et al. (2017) conducted exploratory factor analysis to reduce the initial 149-item
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scale down to the current 45-item scale. An orthogonal factor analysis with a Varimax
rotation, using mean substitution for missing data (7.36 percent). Based on the screen plot
and factor loadings, an eight-factor solution was accepted. Items that loaded on no factor
greater than .45, as well as items that loaded at .4 or higher on more than one factor were
removed (n=91). The data met criteria for a factor analysis (Bartlett's 2 (1,711) =4,511.82,
p<.01, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin = .88) (Shumate et al., 2017).
Shumate et al. (2017) conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with a
second sample to validate the Nonprofit Capacities Instrument. Three confirmatory factor
models were used to determine construct validity and factor structure. Model fit was
evaluated by examining chi-square, degrees of freedom (df), standardized root mean
square residual (SRMR), comparative fit index (CFI), and root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA). Resulting statistics: X2,425.86 p<.001; df 911; X2/df 2.66;
SRMR 0.05; CFI 0.92; RMSEA 0.05 (Shumate et al., 2017).
The Innovative Work Behavior Instrument (IWB) (Appendix C) is a selfadministered 10-item questionnaire designed to measure the innovative work behavior of
employees within an organization. The IWB includes four dimensions: exploration,
generation, championing, and implementation of ideas (de Jong & den Hartog, 2010).
Theoretically, the IWB is considered a multidimensional instrument, encompassing a
broad set of behaviors related to the generation of ideas, creating support for those ideas,
and implementing the ideas (de Jong & den Hartog, 2010).
A pilot study was conducted to develop the initial version of the IWB. A largescale follow-up was performed to provide required psychometric data. Reliability was
good for all measures (a > 0.70, mean correlation >0.40 and IRCs >0.30). Confirmatory
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factor analysis (CFA) was used to test several hypotheses. The strongest test of fit is to
identify and test competing models that represent different hypothetical relationships;
therefore, four models were identified for empirical comparison. Correlations between
the dimensions of IWB are high and significant, ranging from 0.60 to 0.74 (de Jong &
den Hartog, 2010).
Procedures for Data Collection
The three individual data collection instruments (CLIM, Nonprofit Capacity
Instrument, and the Innovative Work Behavior Instrument) were modified and combined
into a single 30-item Likert scale questionnaire (Appendix D). All modifications were
informed by a St. John Fisher College quantitative methodology expert (B. Blaine,
personal communication, December 1, 2020). Combining the instruments in this format
eliminated the need for responders to click on multiple links to complete each instrument,
minimized time required for participation, and provided single step data submission. The
researcher piloted this survey instrument with a small cohort of professional colleagues.
Following a successful pilot, the survey was distributed electronically to the entire
eligible sample through Qualtrics. The researcher prepared an electronic invitation to
participate, including all information required to provide informed consent and a link to
the anonymous survey.
As per standard survey research process (Fowler, 2014), the researcher enlisted
voluntary participation. Participation in this study involved minimal risk to respondents.
Participants were required to electronically sign the informed consent document in order
to proceed to the survey instrument.
Four of the initial 111 distributed email invitations were returned to the researcher
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as undeliverable. The researcher received 27 responses from the total 107 surveys
successfully distributed (25.2 %). Two respondents declined consent to participate in the
survey. An additional respondent only completed the first 10 questions of the survey. Due
to the anonymous response link the researcher was unable to identify and follow-up with
these respondents. The data collection process ended with a total of 24 respondents
completing the survey, translating into a 22.4% response rate.
Procedures for Data Analysis
All data collected was checked by the researcher. Each survey response was
reviewed for both clarity and completeness. Surveys with unclear or incomplete
responses were not included in the data analysis procedures. Nominal Likert scale
responses were automatically coded in the Qualtrics software using an ordinal scale. The
researcher verified the accuracy of the coding process by manually comparing each
nominal Likert scale code to its corresponding ordinal code identified by Qualtrics for
each of the three scales included in this survey. The data set was entered into the R Studio
statistics program. R Studio was selected as the statistical package due to its accessibility
without cost and comprehensive menu of tools available related to multiple linear
regression.
Data analysis in R Studio was completed in two parts: descriptive and inferential.
Descriptive analysis was done to summarize data from the sample without any
comparisons or inferences related to the larger population. Descriptive analysis included
bar graphs depicting frequency of Likert scale responses for survey items related to each
variable measured (leadership practices, dimensions of organizational capacities, and
innovation) and tables demonstrating the means, standard deviations, and variances
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related to each variable measured. The sample size for descriptive statistics related to the
first independent variable (leadership practices) was N=25. One respondent stopped
completing the survey following the first section of 10 items (measuring leadership
practices); therefore, the sample size for all remaining data analysis was N=24.
Inferential statistical analysis was used to answer the research questions. This
process included Pearson’s correlations that would provide effect sizes indicative of
whether or not a relationship existed between the independent and dependent variables.
The set of leadership practices and dimensions of organizational capacity (independent
variables) measured by the survey instrument were analyzed using R squared to
determine the effect size with respect to innovation (dependent variable). Composite
mean values were used for each of the three variables in the regression model. The
resulting effect size was then tested using model F test. Multiple regression, using least
squares fit method, was used to maximize the prediction accuracy of the independent
variables (Gliner, 2017). Multiple linear regression analysis is an appropriate method for
estimating the effects of several variables concurrently (Schroeder et al., 2018).
Data analysis for this study led to a better understanding of the relationship
between leadership practices, dimensions of organizational capacities, and innovation in
small nonprofits providing safety net services.
Summary
The purpose of this non-experimental associational quantitative study was to
examine the association between independent attribute variables of complexity leadership
practices and organizational capacities and the dependent variable of innovation.
Although initially intended, simple random sampling was not used to obtain the sample.
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Archival data collection resulted in 111 eligible organizations for this study. All eligible
organizations were included to maximize potential sample size. Lack of random sampling
impacted the generalizability of outcome data. Three self-administered survey
instruments were combined to create a single 30-item survey distributed through
Qualtrics due to the convenience and safety of this method. Using the R Studio statistical
computing program, least squares regression was completed to determine predictive
associations between complexity leadership practices, dimensions of organizational
capacity, and innovation.
Chapter 4 provides general descriptive statistics related to the initial 111 eligible
organizations, including geographic location (rural, urban, suburban) and percentage of
male and female executive directors within all eligible organizations identified through
the archival data collection process. These two descriptors were not included in the
frequency and variability descriptive statistics provided related to the actual sample of
survey respondents due to the use of an anonymous survey response link. Findings
relevant to each research question previously identified, including a regression model, are
also presented.
Chapter 5 will discuss the implications of this study’s findings, limitations of this
study, and recommendations for future research, policy, and practice.
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Chapter 4: Results
Introduction
As previously described, current organizational capacity research applies,
primarily, to large nonprofits, but not to the tens of thousands of small community-based
nonprofits responsible for providing life-sustaining safety net services to vulnerable
populations (Paynter & Berner, 2014). Furthermore, as the nonprofit landscape continues
to demand pivots in leadership practices and capacity-building innovation, this study has
potential to inform the iterative leadership processes required to meet the needs of
society’s most vulnerable members in the future.
The objective of this quantitative research study was to explore the relationships
between leadership practices, dimensions of organizational capacities, and innovation in
small nonprofits across New York State that provide safety net services. Chapter 4
provides a summary of the results and findings of this study relevant to the research
questions. This study was guided by the following two research questions:
1. To what extent do leadership practices and dimensions of organizational
capacities predict an organization's innovation in small nonprofit
organizations that provide safety net services?
2. Which leadership practices and dimensions of organizational capacity best
predict an organization's innovation in small nonprofit organizations that
provide safety net services?
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Data Analysis and Findings
This chapter presents the results and findings in three sections. First, simple
descriptive statistics including percentages regarding geographic location and gender of
executive directors provide insight into the composition of the initial sample of 107
nonprofit organizations providing one or more safety net services. Next, additional
descriptive statistics including the mean, standard deviation, and variance related to each
set of survey responses provide context related to the predictor variables of leadership
practices and dimensions of organizational capacities and the outcome variable of
innovation. Finally, inferential statistics using composite mean values for each identified
variable provide simple correlations that inform the regression model and address the
research questions.
Descriptive Statistics of Sample
The New York Council of Nonprofits (NYCON) membership list was used to
gather archival data from member agency websites. The researcher planned to conduct
computer generated simple random sampling of all eligible member nonprofit
organizations to determine the study sample. Based on the archival data collection
process, 111 nonprofit organizations met eligibility criteria. The researcher included all
111 organizations in lieu of simple random sampling due to the already limited number of
eligible organizations (Blaine, 2021). The initial sample of 111 nonprofit organizations
included 37 (33.3%) led by male executive directors and 74 (66.7%) led by female
executive directors. Urban areas of New York State were represented by 59 organizations
(53.1%) suburban areas by 20 organizations (18.1%), and rural areas by 32 organizations
(28.8%).
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Organizations in the initial sample represented the following cities across the
state: New York City, Albany, Syracuse, Rochester, Buffalo, Corning, Saratoga Springs,
Clifton Park, Newburgh, Beacon, Newark, White Plains, Latham, Tonawanda,
Fayetteville, Endicott, North Syracuse, Kingston, Cooperstown, Plattsburgh,
Schenectady, Farmington, Margaretville, Catskill, Auburn, Norwich, Hamden, Fredonia,
Glens Falls, Ithaca, Poughkeepsie, Wappinger Falls, Olean, Penn Yan, Lowville,
Mechanicville, Oneonta, Milford, Oswego, Bath, Utica, Cobleskill, Canton, Rensselaer,
and Yorkville. Based on eligibility criteria, the sample included only organizations with
an annual budget at or below 5 million dollars.
This study yielded a 22.4% response rate (107 surveys distributed; 24 complete
responses). Due to the use of an anonymous survey response link in Qualtrics, specific
descriptors of geographic location and gender of executive director related to the 24
respondents were not captured. Furthermore, lack of simple random sampling and a small
response rate precluded identifying the sample as representative of all 111 nonprofit
organizations initially meeting eligibility criteria. Gliner (2017) suggests that a
quantitative associational study design should have at least 30 participants. The
distribution of the dependent variable with at least 30 participants is a good
approximation of the normal curve. Moreover, Fowler (2014) contends that failure to
collect data from a high percentage of the selected sample is a major contributor to
survey error. Paradoxically, there is no agreed upon standard for an acceptable minimum
response rate (Fowler, 2014).
Descriptive Statistics of Variables Measured
For this study, the survey instrument measured 10 leadership practices using a 5-
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point Likert scale range that included in rank order: (1) never, (2) rarely, (3) occasionally,
(4) frequently, (5) always. Figure 4.1 represents the frequency distribution of each of the
following leadership practices: forgiving failure (Q10), encouraging new approaches
(Q9), establishing specific targets (Q8), asking staff to invest time/energy (Q7),
encouraging learning visits to other organizations (Q6), quieting voices that distract from
purpose/mission (Q5), setting objective metrics (Q4), providing resources and time to try
new things (Q3), supporting differences (Q2), and driving accountability (Q1).
The data indicate that most leadership practices identified were frequently
demonstrated by at least half of the respondents. The most frequent practice was
supporting differences (Q3), with 16 of the 24 participants selecting this response.
Between eight and 10 respondents indicated always forgiving failure (Q10), encouraging
new approaches (Q9), and supporting differences (Q2). Ten participants reported
occasionally quieting voices that distract from the purpose/mission and asking staff to
invest time and energy. Six to eight participants reported rarely engaging in these two
practices. Encouraging visits to other organizations (Q6) was also identified as rarely
practiced by seven respondents. Two respondents indicated never asking staff to invest
time and energy (Q7) or encouraging learning visits to other organizations (Q6). A single
respondent reported never quieting voices that distract from purpose/mission (Q5) or
driving accountability (Q1).
The findings presented in Figure 4.1 demonstrate that 10 leadership practices
measured occur regularly in small nonprofit organizations providing safety net services
across New York State. Findings further support the importance of complex leadership
practices within an organization regardless of size (Marion & Uhl-Bien, 2001).
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Figure 4.1
Identified Leadership Practices

Table 4.1 presents descriptive statistics including mean, standard deviation, and
variance for each leadership practice. The data was collected as nominal string data
(Likert scale shown in Figure 4.1) and transcribed within the Qualtrics software into
ordinal values in order to calculate the mean as a measure of central tendency. The mean
represents the center of distribution of observed data and assists in understanding the
impact of significant outliers (Gliner, 2017). The table demonstrates that most
respondents occasionally or frequently engage in the identified leadership practices,
except for the practice related to asking staff to invest more time and money. The lower
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mean (2.76) indicates that many respondents did not routinely engage in this practice.
The leadership practices of quieting distracting voices and encouraging learning visits to
other organizations are also engaged in less often than the others. Supporting differences
of opinion, encouraging new approaches, and forgiving failure were the most frequently
engaged in leadership practices. The number of respondents for this set of survey items
was 25. The last respondent did not complete the remainder of the survey; therefore, this
respondent was excluded from the remainder of the data analysis.
Table 4.1
Leadership Practices (Predictor Variable)
Practice

M

SD

Driving accountability

3.92

0.93

0.87

Supporting differences of opinion

4.12

0.82

0.67

Providing resources and time

3.96

0.60

0.36

Setting objective metrics of success or failure

3.68

0.79

0.62

Quieting voices which distract from purpose or
mission
Encouraging learning visits to other
organizations
Asking staff to invest more time & energy
Establishing specific targets and deliverables

3.00

0.98

0.96

3.08

1.16

1.35

2.76
3.92

0.95
0.74

0.90
0.55

Encouraging new approaches

4.28

0.66

0.44

Forgiving failure

4.00

0.89

0.80

Variance

Note. N=25.
For this study, the survey instrument measured 10 dimensions of organizational
capacities using a 4-point Likert scale range that included in rank order: (1) strongly
disagree, (2) disagree, (3) agree, (4) strongly agree. Figure 4.2 represents the frequency
distribution of each of the following dimensions of organizational capacities: programs
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are externally evaluated (Q10), performance indicators exist for each program (Q9),
strategic plan is mission driven (Q8), organization activities reflect the strategic plan
(Q7), employees are supportive of one another (Q6), team work is used to solve problems
(Q5), employee conflicts are resolved productively (Q4), financial reports are used for
decision-making (Q3), qualified financial personnel are on staff (Q2), and annual budget
is reviewed regularly (Q1).
The data indicates that most respondents agreed or strongly agreed that each
dimension of organizational capacity was present within their organizations. The most
frequent capacity was employee conflicts being resolved productively (Q4), with 17 of
the 24 participants selecting agree. Financial reports being used for decision-making (Q8)
was the dimension of capacity most strongly agreed with as indicated by 14 out of 24
respondents. Between 12 and 14 respondents strongly agreed that the organization’s
annual budget was reviewed regularly (Q1), qualified finance personnel were on staff
(Q2), and financial reports were used for decision-making (Q3). All 24 respondents
agreed or strongly agreed that their annual budget was reviewed regularly (Q1) and that
financial reports are used for decision-making (Q3). Each remaining dimension of
capacity had at least one respondent disagree that it was present within their organization.
Strongly disagree was not selected by any respondent for any dimension of capacities
measured. The most common dimension represented by the disagree response was that
programs are externally evaluated (Q10).
The findings presented in Figure 4.2 demonstrate that some small nonprofit
organizations providing safety net services struggle, at times, to develop significant
dimensions of organizational capacities that are integral in meeting the demands for
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increased accountability, competition, and effective services (Brown et al., 2016).
Moreover, the findings demonstrated in Figure 4.2 support that developing sustainable
multidimensional organizational capacities remains a challenge for small nonprofits,
despite this sector’s significant growth (Prugsamatz, 2010).
Figure 4.2
Identified Organizational Capacities

Table 4.2 presents descriptive statistics including mean, standard deviation, and
variance for the second predictor variable, organizational capacities. For this study, a
modified version of the Nonprofit Capacities Instrument was used to measure
organizational capacities (B. Blaine, personal communication, December 1, 2020;
Shumate et al., 2017). The data was collected as nominal string data and transcribed
within Qualtrics software into numeric ordinal values in order to calculate the mean. The
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table demonstrates that respondents primarily agreed or strongly agreed that their
organizations had each dimension of organizational capacity identified in the survey
instrument, except for the capacity of external program evaluation. The lower mean value
(2.96) for this dimension indicates that a number of organizations lack capacity in this
area.
Table 4.2
Organizational Capacities (Predictor Variable)
Measurement Item
Organization’s annual budget updated and
reviewed regularly
Qualified staff manage organization’s finances

M
3.54

SD
0.50

Variance
0.25

3.50

0.58

0.33

Financial reports are used for decision-making

3.54

0.50

0.25

Employee conflicts are resolved productively

3.21

0.50

0.25

Employees work together to solve problems

3.38

0.56

0.32

Employees are supportive of one another

3.33

0.55

0.31

Implementation of activities reflects the
organization’s strategic plan
Strategic plan is structured around the
organization’s mission
Performance indicators identified for each
program objective
Programs routinely monitored by external
evaluation
Note. N=24.

3.25

0.66

0.44

3.54

0.58

0.33

3.29

0.61

0.37

2.96

0.79

0.62

For this study, the survey instrument measured the 10 dimensions of innovation
identified on the Innovative Work Behavior Scale using a 5-point Likert scale range that
included in rank order: (1) never, (2) rarely, (3) occasionally, (4) frequently, and (5)
always (de Jong & den Hartog, 2010). Figure 4.3 represents the frequency distribution of
each of the following dimensions of innovation: put effort into change (Q10), contribute
to implementation of new ideas (Q9), systematically introduce new ideas (Q8), attempt to
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convince others of need to innovate (Q7), demonstrate enthusiasm for new ideas (Q6),
find new approaches to complete tasks (Q5), generate original solutions (Q4), search out
new working methods (Q3), wonder how things can be improved (Q2), and pay attention
to issues not part of daily work (Q1).
The data indicate that most respondents reported that these dimensions of
innovation occurred at least occasionally and, for some, frequently. The most common
dimension with a response of occasionally was systematically introducing new ideas
(Q8), with 14 of the 24 participants selecting this response. Paying attention to issues not
part of daily work (Q1) had 12 of the 24 respondents indicating that this dimension
occurred occasionally in their organizations. Putting effort into change (Q10) received the
most “frequently” responses selected by 13 out of 24 respondents. None of the
respondents indicated that contributing to the implementation of new ideas (Q9) and
putting effort into change (Q10) rarely occurred. The remaining eight dimensions of
innovation occurred rarely for at least one respondent. Five of the 24 respondents
indicated that attempting to convince others of the need to innovate (Q7) rarely occurred
in their organizations. Six respondents reported that the following dimensions of
innovation always occurred: wondering how things can be improved (Q2), searching out
new working methods (Q3), and enthusiasm for innovative ideas (Q6).
The findings presented in Figure 4.3 reflect that study participants recognize
innovation as a critical determinant of nonprofit organizations’ ability to take on
increasingly larger roles in providing safety net services amidst the pressure to
reconfigure survival (Jaskyte & Dressler, 2005). Furthermore, the findings support the
argument that innovation is not a single element, but a multidimensional construct that
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develops differently in small nonprofit organizations (Hoeber & Hoeber, 2012).
Figure 4.3
Dimensions of Innovation

Table 4.3 presents the descriptive statistics for the outcome variable, innovation.
For this study, the Innovative Work Behavior Instrument was used to measure innovation.
The instrument measured 10 innovative work behaviors using a 5-point Likert scale range
that included in rank order: (1) never, (2) rarely, (3) occasionally, (4) frequently, (5)
always. The data was collected as nominal string data and transcribed within the
Qualtrics software into numeric ordinal values in order to calculate the mean. The table
demonstrates that most respondents either occasionally or frequently recognized all
identified innovative behaviors in their workplace. Low standard deviations indicate
minimal difference among responses throughout the sample.
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Table 4.3
Innovation (Outcome Variable)
Measurement Item

M

SD

Employees pay attention to issues not part of
their daily work
Employees wonder how things can be improved

3.29

0.89

0.79

3.88

0.88

0.78

3.75

0.92

0.85

3.63

0.70

0.48

3.58

0.76

0.58

3.67

0.94

0.89

3.33

0.94

0.89

3.33

0.75

0.56

3.92

0.70

0.49

3.96

0.68

0.46

Employees search out new working methods,
techniques, or instruments
Employees generate original solutions for
problems
Employees find new approaches to execute
tasks
Employees make important organizational
members enthusiastic for innovative ideas
Employees attempt to convince people to
support an innovative idea
Employees systematically introduce innovative
ideas into work practices
Employees contribute to the implementation of
new ideas
Employees put effort into the development of
new things
Note. N=24.

Variance

For the inferential statistical analysis of this study, composite measures were
calculated for each of the three variables, using the mean responses (as reported in Tables
4.1, 4.2, and 4.3) to simplify the regression analysis. Regression analysis is a method
used to determine if a relationship exists between variables (Gliner, 2017; Schroeder et
al., 2018). Simple linear regression is used to determine the relationship of one
independent variable (predictor variable) on the dependent variable (outcome variable).
Multiple linear regression is used when a study explores the relationship of two or more
predictor variables on an outcome variable, as is the case with this study. Table 4.4
presents the composite values for the two predictor variables (leadership practices and
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dimensions of organizational capacities) and the outcome variable (innovation).
Table 4.4
Composite Descriptive Statistics
Variable
Leadership Practices
Organizational
Capacities
Innovation

Mean
3.67
3.35

SD
1.01
0.61

Variance
1.03
0.38

3.62

0.85

0.73

Inferential Statistics
Using R Studio, multiple linear regression was utilized to examine the
relationship between leadership practices, dimensions of organizational capacity, and
innovation in order to answer Research Question 1. Inferential statistical analysis was
based on N=24. Small sample size and lack of simple random sampling, however,
preclude the inference that outcome data applies to the general population of interest
(Gliner, 2017). The results of this study cannot be used to predict results for any other
study exploring the relationship among these same variables in small nonprofit
organizations providing safety net services.
Table 4.5 presents the correlation coefficients and associated values for both
predictor variables in this study. Correlation coefficients between .10 and .30 indicate a
small to medium effect size. Based on the findings of this study, leadership practices and
organizational capacities have a small positive relationship with innovation. The reported
p-value for leadership practices is statistically significant. The p-value for organizational
capacities indicates lack of statistical significance for that predictor. The relationship
between leadership practices and innovation is slightly stronger than the relationship
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between dimensions of organizational capacities and innovation. Moreover, the
combination of these two predictor variables results in a positive relationship on the
outcome variable which is a more meaningful outcome than statistical significance alone
given the small sample size (Gliner, 2017).
Table 4.5
Coefficients of Predictor Variables
Variables

Leadership
Practices
Organizational
Capacities

b

SE

t-value

Pr(>t)

0.1172

0.08770

1.336

0.182820

0.1944

0.05324

3.651

0.000321***

Note. Significance codes 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ‘ ’ 1.
The regression equation was F= 7.905, with p < .000, with a multiple R-squared
of 0.06254 and an adjusted R-squared of 0.05463. The F-test value and resulting p-value
indicate that the two predictor variables, leadership practices and dimensions of
organizational capacity, combined are statistically significant. The R-squared value
indicates that the regression model fits the data better than an intercept-only model. In
response to Research Question 1, leadership practices and organizational capacities are
small positive predictors of organizational innovation in small nonprofits providing safety
net services across New York State.
Research Question 2 explored which leadership practices and organizational
capacities best predict innovation in an organization. The data resulting from this study
was insufficient to answer the second research question due to the use of composite
values for each variable for the linear regression model, rather than basing the model on
30 individual variables (10 independent leadership practice variables, 10 independent
dimensions of organizational capacities variables, and 10 dependent innovative behavior
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variables). Multiple linear regression using 30 variables would have generated a
correlation matrix representing correlation coefficients (effect size) and corresponding
confidence intervals for the relationships among all variables.
Figures 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 identify the frequency of leadership practices,
dimensions of organizational capacities, and dimensions of innovation which provide
preliminary insight into the potential relationships among these variables; however, the
descriptive statistical value of frequency cannot be used for comparative or predictive
analysis (Gliner, 2017). For this study, Research Question 2 would have been more
effectively addressed through multiple linear regression analysis based on the 30
variables as described previously.
Summary of Results
Results of this study provide evidence to respond to Research Question 1;
however, using composite values for each variable interfered with the ability to
accurately respond to Research Question 2. This error will be further discussed in
Chapter 5 as a significant limitation to this study.
Descriptive statistical analysis represented by the frequencies displayed in Figures
4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 provided insight regarding the occurrence of specific leadership
practices, dimensions of organizational capacities, and dimensions of innovation in this
sample (N=24) of small nonprofit organizations providing safety net services. Descriptive
statistics, however, cannot be used as comparative or predictive results. Inferential
statistical analysis using multiple linear regression examined the relationship between
leadership practices, organizational capacities, and innovation. As evidenced by small
effect sizes, leadership practices and organizational capacities independently are weak

61

predictors of innovation. The relationship of the combined predictor variables on
innovation within small nonprofit organizations is stronger and statistically significant.
Small sample size makes inferences about outcome data as representative of the general
population of small nonprofit organizations providing safety net services across New
York State tentative at best (B. Blaine, personal communication, October 1, 2021).
Chapter 5 discusses implications of the descriptive and inferential analysis
findings, limitations of this research study, and recommendations for future research.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Introduction
The objective of this study was to explore the relationships between leadership
practices, dimensions of organizational capacities, and innovation in small nonprofits that
provide safety-net services across New York State. Nonprofit organizations face unique
challenges, including extensive social responsibility and complicated financial
restrictions, that can make innovation endeavors more difficult (Hull & Lio, 2006;
Jaskyte, 2011). These studies, combined with the body of literature discussed in Chapter
2, examined the effects of leadership and organizational capacities on innovation across
medium to large nonprofits and other sectors. In an attempt to address a gap in the
literature, this study focused on small nonprofit organizations, as defined by an annual
budget at or below 5 million dollars.
Due to small operating budgets of the participating organizations ($5 million or
less) the competing demands of personnel and programs place many already strained
nonprofit organizations at significant risk due to the destructive impact of COVID-19.
The height of the pandemic’s first wave in 2019 created significant financial stress for
nonprofits. Many organizations are at risk of folding under the weight of this financial
burden (Loomis, 2020). Moreover, the challenges caused by the pandemic force
nonprofits to work differently. Organizations are not able to deliver services in the same
way as pre-pandemic (Loomis, 2020). Desperation and multiple significant resource
constraints are forcing innovation and adaptability. Nonprofit organizations need to
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innovate and adapt through the pandemic wildfire to not only survive, but to thrive
(Loomis, 2020). Organizations providing safety net services are not only fighting for their
own survival, but that of the individuals and families they serve.
This study provides limited evidence of a small, positive effect of aggregate
leadership practices and dimensions of organizational capacities on innovation in small
nonprofit organizations. The results were presented in Chapter 4 and are further explored
in this chapter.
Implications of Findings
Together, the descriptive and inferential data analysis findings presented in
Chapter 4 suggests that each of the 10 leadership practices and dimensions of
organizational capacities measured in this study are factors for executive leaders of small
nonprofit organizations to consider when planning for organizational innovation. The
small positive relationship of the predictor variables on innovation, as evidenced by the
correlation coefficients of 0.19 for leadership practices and 0.11 for dimensions of
organizational capacities, provides some insight related to exploring new approaches and
innovative collaborations, as suggested by Al-Tabbaa et al. (2014), to be imperative for
survival of nonprofit organizations. Findings from this study suggest that executive
leaders will be able to tentatively predict the success of potential innovative strategies
through evaluation of their own leadership practices. Modifications in leadership
practices, especially when coupled with enhanced dimensions of organizational capacity,
could more effectively support successful innovation required to meet the demand of
society’s most vulnerable population in an ever-changing and increasingly restrictive
landscape.
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Although the effect of organizational capacities as a predictor of innovation was
not statistically significant, the study findings did indicate a small (.11) positive
relationship. Gliner (2017) states a small positive relationship between variables is
demonstrate by a correlation coefficient in the range of .10 to .14. This finding supports
the value of executive leaders investing time, fiscal resources, and human capital to
strengthen infrastructure and mission-driven metrics to foster innovation. Moreover, this
finding aligns with the work of Barman and MacIndoe (2012) indicating that nonprofits
with adequate organizational capacity demonstrate the ability to respond to isomorphic
pressures to implement new organizational practices.
Furthermore, findings in this study align with additional research previously
discussed in Chapter 2. Brown et al. (2016) examined the intersectionality of multiple
dimensions of capacity, suggesting that human, financial, and social capital contribute to
building organizational capacity and improving agency effectiveness. These capacities
were included in the survey instrument and subsequent findings from the current study.
Moreover, the findings from this study also align with the contention from Lukes and
Stephan (2012) that nonprofit leaders are required to adopt an increasingly innovative
approach in creating, discovering, and benefitting from opportunities that improve
organizational ability to meet societal needs such as food, clothing, shelter, medical care,
and emergency transportation. Improved organizational ability refers to improved
organizational capacities. While maintaining a social justice lens, nonprofit leaders are
driven to develop innovative programs and services (Lukes & Stephan, 2012).
As evidenced by the findings from this study, leadership practices and
organizational capacities are impactful on the success of small nonprofit (annual budget
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$5 million or less) organizational innovation, despite anecdotal data suggesting
innovation is exclusively achieved in medium to large nonprofits. Salamon (2012)
defines these organizations as those with annual budgets in excess of 5 million dollars.
Outcome data from the current study supports the relevance of these two predictors on a
much smaller scale. Executive leaders of small nonprofits have evidence, albeit limited,
that developing strong leadership practices and promoting capacity-building activities
within an organization can foster innovation regardless of size of annual budget.
McMurray et al. (2013) and Cropley et al. (2013) suggest that organizational culture and
value of human capital are more influential in the success of organizational innovation
than exclusively depending on fiscal resources to determine innovative potential. Given
the impact of the current pandemic, in addition to previously existing threats to small
nonprofit organizational survival, executive leaders of small nonprofits providing safety
net services need to embrace innovation as a strategic tool in reaching a larger percent of
the increasingly vulnerable population relying on the life-enhancing services their
organizations provide. Existing threats including diminishing fiscal resources and human
capital, increasing pressure for organization consolidations and mergers, and rapidly
increasing societal poverty rates have been exacerbated by COVID-19. Moreover, the
already insufficient human services professional workforce continues to be emaciated by
burnout and poaching by large organizations promoting financial resources as equivalent
to a healthy workplace culture.
Finally, outcome data also supports the work of Uhl-Bien et al. (2007) related to
complexity leadership theory and the creation of adaptive space as a dimension of
organizational capacity to foster innovation. Complexity leadership theory suggests that
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adaptability, which enhances performance and innovation, occurs in everyday
interactions of individuals acting in response to pressures and opportunities in their local
context (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009). Executive leaders who create adaptive space within
their organizations for team members to generate new ideas, leadership practices, and
programs are more likely to experience successful innovative opportunities due to buy-in
at all levels of the organization and contributions from the bottom-up rather than
exclusively top-down.
Limitations
Alignment with previous research notwithstanding, this research study had
significant limitations that impacted the results and the ability to generalize these results.
Limitations included sampling bias, researcher bias, survey instrument design,
methodology errors, sample size, and external validity of this study.
First, initial study design intended the use of simple random sampling of all
eligible organizations identified from the list of 3,000 New York Council of Nonprofits
(NYCON) member agencies. As described previously, eligibility was defined by size of
organization annual budget ($5 million or less) and type of services provided. The
archival data collection process using each NYCON membership organization’s website
identified 111 eligible organizations; the researcher anticipated a minimum of 200
eligible organizations. Due to the number of eligible organizations being significantly
less than anticipated, use of simple random sampling would have further limited the
potential response rate. Low response rate was already anticipated due to the lack of
financial incentives for participation. Subsequently, the survey instrument was distributed
to all 111 eligible organizations. Lack of simple random sampling precluded the ability to
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generalize the findings beyond the scope of this study. Moreover, multiple regression is a
parametric statistical method that assumes the use of simple random sampling. This study
violated that assumption by including all eligible organizations. Despite this violation the
researcher conducted the study due to the significantly limited body of literature
exploring the relationship between leadership practices, dimensions of organizational
capacities, and innovation in small nonprofits, particularly those providing safety net
services. Moreover, the findings of the current study, even with limitations, can inform
future research (B. Blaine, personal communication, October 5, 2021).
In addition to nonprobability sampling, researcher bias may have also limited this
study. Eligibility was based on researcher interpretation of archival data accessed on each
member agency’s website. Annual budget data was typically reported in a straightforward
manner; however, service descriptions required researcher interpretation of safety net
services as defined for this study in Chapter 1. Researcher bias would have been
minimized had each organization’s website clearly identified the provision of “safety-net
services” or if an alternative data collection method was used to confirm researcher
interpretation of service descriptions. A mixed methodology design would have mitigated
this limitation by allowing executive leaders in the sample to specifically identify as a
safety net service provider through an interview or focus group.
Third, the survey instrument used for this study was a combination of three
different survey instruments, each measuring just one of the variables of interest in this
study. Each individual survey instrument also differed in nominal Likert scales used and
total number of items measured. The combined and condensed survey used in this study
consisted of 10 items measuring each of the three variables (leadership practices,
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organizational capacities, and innovation), for a total of 30 items. Researcher bias in
selecting the items to include from each survey, albeit guided by the dissertation
committee (B. Blaine, personal communication, October 5, 2021), may have impacted the
results of this study. Despite receiving approval from the developers to use items from
each of the three original survey instruments, the researcher had discretion related to the
specific items included in the combined instrument for this study. The inclusion or
exclusion of original instrument items may have more effectively measured the variables
of interest, thereby providing stronger outcome data. Moreover, although each individual
survey instrument had strong psychometric properties identified and supported in the
literature, the individual selection of various items from each may have weakened the
overall validity and reliability of the 30-item instrument used in this study (B. Blaine,
personal communication, October 5, 2021).
Fourth, the use of an anonymous survey response link significantly impeded
comprehensive data analysis. Although the researcher was able to capture descriptors
such as geographic location and gender of executive director for the 111 organizations in
the sample through the archival data collection process, these descriptors were not
identified from the 24 survey respondents due to the use of an anonymous link. This
decision to minimize participatory risk with anonymity sacrificed more comprehensive
data analysis. Analyzing gender differences in leadership practices and differences in
dimensions of organizational capacities based on geographic location within NYS would
have added rich outcome data to this study despite the small sample size.
Fifth, small sample size further added to the limitations of this study. The
researcher could have used a non-parametric method of data analysis instead of multiple
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linear regression which is a parametric method. As stated previously, parametric methods
assume random sampling and work best with large samples. Nonparametric methods do
not assume random sampling and more effectively integrate small sample size. Following
discussion of the challenges associated with using this alternative method of analysis,
including complexity of required procedures and researcher’s overall inexperience with
quantitative methodology, the doctoral faculty statistician and dissertation committee
recommended the use of multiple linear regression provided understanding that
inferential power of the outcome data would be tentative at best.
Lastly, external validity of the outcome data from this study was significantly
limited by the small survey response rate (22 %, N=24). Gliner et al. (2017) recommend
at least 30 participants for an associational study. Fowler (2014) posits that increasing
sample size is one way to improve reliability of survey estimates. Furthermore, the lack
of simple random sampling weakened the inferential power of the regression outcome
data. Subsequently, the findings from this study can only be interpreted within the context
of this study, not generalized to the broader population of interest.
Recommendations
A mixed methods study design would allow for more comprehensive data related
to leadership practices, organizational capacities, and innovation in the nonprofit sector.
In addition to exploring the relationship among these variables through a survey
instrument, interviews and/or focus groups with executive leaders would provide their
perceptions and experiences of the practices, capacities, and innovative behaviors
measured by the survey. Taking into consideration all the limitations of this study, a
mixed methods design would decrease researcher bias related to sole interpretation of
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archival data, would include the additional analysis of gender and geographic differences
as related to survey data, and would have the potential to increase participation by
affording executive leaders the opportunity to bring the numbers to life through words
and stories.
Future research using quantitative methodology could identify each leadership
practice and dimension of organizational capacity measured in this study as independent
predictor variables. Although inferential statistical analysis would be significantly more
complex with 20 independent variables, the resulting outcome data would answer the
question of which leadership practices and dimensions of organizational capacities best
predict innovation. This is a critical piece of information for executive leaders of small
nonprofit organizations as they face daily decisions related to expending human and
fiscal resources in the most effective manner.
A final recommendation is for executive leaders of small nonprofits to incorporate
adaptive space into their organizational cultures to foster innovation. Adaptive space
allows for all members of the organization to routinely contribute ideas and potential
solutions to the current daily challenges of organizational survival. The foundation of
today’s workforce is built on the need to make valuable contributions in the workplace.
Conclusion
This study explored the relationships between leadership practices, dimensions of
organizational capacities, and innovation in small nonprofits across New York State that
provide safety net services. Initial research indicates that leaders of small to mediumsized organizations must consider ways of building organizational capacity that allow
them to respond to increasing challenges and continue serving the public good (Bolton &
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Abdy, 2007). Increasing organizational capacity enhances organizational performance
enabling a nonprofit to achieve its mission more effectively and efficiently (Kapuca et al.,
2011).
The research problem emerged from the recognition that organizational capacity
is critical for small nonprofits to operate effectively under uncertain and dynamic
circumstances (Kapuca et al., 2011). Current environmental trends, including continued
devolution of government, emerging threats of an economic recession, and severe state
budget cuts, intensify the significant impact leadership practices and interventions
designed to assist in building capacity have on the future of small nonprofit organizations
(Kapuca et al., 2011). Hogan and Coote (2013), argue that innovation is key to increasing
capacity and overall organizational survival.
Moreover, the current pandemic exacerbates the impact of these environmental
trends on people and industries, particularly the nonprofit sector. The need of vulnerable
populations relying on life-sustaining safety net services provided by these organizations
has heightened with the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic (Bublitz et al., 2021). Many
organizations are relying on scarce resources at a time when the importance and impact
of service provision is unprecedented (Shadyac, 2021). The challenges caused by the
pandemic force nonprofits to work differently. Organizations are not able to deliver
services in the same way as pre-pandemic (Loomis, 2020). Although the federal
government provided COVID-19 response funding to mitigate financial burdens on small
nonprofits, the funding falls short in covering both payroll and vital programming.
Desperation and constraint are forcing innovation and adaptability. Nonprofit
organizations need to innovate and adapt through the pandemic wildfire to not only
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survive, but to thrive (Loomis, 2020). Organizations providing safety net services are not
only fighting for their own survival, but that of the individuals and families they serve.
To support the research problem, this study explored empirical literature related to
nonprofit organizations. Salamon (2012) argues that a struggle is underway at the present
time for the soul of America’s nonprofit sector: the expansive aggregation of private, taxexempt hospitals, higher education institutions, day care centers, nursing homes,
symphonies, social service agencies, environmental organizations, civil rights
organizations, and numerous others that comprise this important, yet often
misunderstood, sector of American life. Furthermore, Salamon (2012) suggests that
nonprofits are “dual identity,” referring to the requirement of nonprofit organizations to
operate in a profit-oriented market economy. Market pressures create a much broader
sustainability chasm that small nonprofits are challenged to bridge. This study also
explored bodies of literature related to leadership practices, organizational capacity, and
innovation.
Lukes and Stephan (2012) contend that nonprofit leaders are required to adopt an
increasingly business-like approach in creating, discovering, and benefitting from
opportunities that improve organizational ability to meet societal needs. Due to
globalization and increasing competition for grants and donors, nonprofit leaders are
increasingly forced to act in an entrepreneurial manner. While retaining a social focus,
nonprofit leaders are driven to self-finance organizational activities by developing
independent revenue streams through innovative programs and services (Lukes &
Stephan, 2012). Studies found that insufficient funding impacted organizations' ability to
engage in capacity building activities. Furthermore, rural nonprofits are at an even greater

73

financial disadvantage. As compared to urban nonprofits, rural nonprofits accessing
information about funding opportunities and receiving grant awards from federal, state,
and local governments was identified as increasingly challenging (Walters, 2020).
Hoeber and Hoeber (2012) examined organizational innovation as a process with multiple
determinants. McMurray et al. (2013) operationalized innovation as a multistage process
between leaders, coworkers, and organizational components such as culture and climate
that involve turning opportunities into new ideas and practices.
Complexity leadership theory, which posits that strategies and behaviors that
foster organizational creativity, learning, and adaptability emerge under the right
dynamics (Uhl-Bien et al., 2007) provided the framework for this study. CLT suggests
that adaptability, which enhances performance and innovation, occurs in everyday
interactions of individuals acting in response to pressures and opportunities in their local
context (Uhl-Bien & Marion, 2009).
This non-experimental quantitative study examined the association between the
independent attribute variables of complexity leadership practices and organizational
capacities and the dependent variable of innovation. This research design was appropriate
because quantitative research examines relationships among variables for significant
associations/correlations, as opposed to a qualitative design that would focus on
exploring process and understanding of the problem using more subjective data (Gliner et
al., 2017). To identify these relationships, a nonexperimental approach is appropriate
because the independent variables are measured rather than manipulated. The study was
guided by the following two research questions:
1) To what extent do leadership practices and dimensions of organizational
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capacities predict an organization's innovation in small nonprofit
organizations that provide safety net services?
2) Which leadership practices and dimensions of organizational capacity best
predict an organization's innovation in small nonprofit organizations that
provide safety net services?
This study was conducted across small (annual budget of $5 million or less)
public and private nonprofit organizations in urban, suburban, and rural areas across New
York State. NYCON has been instrumental in New York’s nonprofit sector growth and
development for over 90 years. NYCON currently serves approximately 3,000 member
organizations representing public, private rural, and urban entities (NYCON, 2020).
NYCON agreed to support this study by distributing information via appropriate social
media platforms and approving the use of the membership list for the sampling frame.
Three self-administered survey instruments were combined to create a single 30item survey distributed through Qualtrics due to the convenience and safety of this
method. Using the R Studio statistical computing program, least squares regression was
completed to determine predictive associations between complexity leadership practices,
dimensions of organizational capacity, and innovation. Descriptive statistical analysis
provided insight regarding specific leadership practices, dimensions of organizational
capacities, and elements of innovation, as measured by the survey instrument. Inferential
statistical analysis using multiple linear regression examined the relationship between
leadership practices, organizational capacities, and innovation. As evidenced by small
effect sizes, leadership practices and organizational capacities independently are weak
predictors of innovation. The relationship of the combined predictor variables on
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innovation within small nonprofit organizations is stronger and statistically significant.
Small sample size makes inferences about outcome data as representative of the general
population tentative at best.
Together, the descriptive and inferential data analysis findings presented suggest
that leadership practices and organizational capacities are factors for executive leaders of
small nonprofit organizations to consider when planning for organizational innovation.
The small positive relationship of the predictor variables on innovation provides some
insight related to exploring new approaches and innovative collaborations, as suggested
by Al-Tabbaa et al. (2014) to be imperative for survival of nonprofit organizations.
Findings from this study suggest that executive leaders will be able to tentatively predict
the success of potential innovative strategies through evaluation of their own leadership
practices. Modifications in leadership practices such as driving accountability with team
members, establishing specific outcome metrics, asking team members to invest more
time as indicated by project deadlines, and creating adaptive space within the
organization could more effectively support successful innovation required to meet the
demand of society’s most vulnerable population in an ever-changing and increasingly
restrictive landscape. Investing in the development or enhancement of existing
dimensions of organizational capacities such as human capital, financially informed
decision-making processes, mission-driven strategic planning, and ongoing external
organizational evaluation, when coupled with the modifications in leadership practices
potentiates the likelihood of successful organizational innovation.
This study supports the need for further research to better understand specific
leadership practices and organizational capacities that promote and sustain innovation.

76

This study adds to the body of literature by specifically focusing on small nonprofit
organizations that provide safety net services during unprecedented times of increased
need for life-sustaining safety net services, diminishing financial resources, workforce
shortages, and a deadly global pandemic. Innovation, or adapting to do more with less,
has emerged as the key to nonprofit organizational survival (Cropley et al., 2013).
Executive leaders of small nonprofits providing safety net services must create and
embrace the adaptive space within their organizations required to incubate innovation and
sustain survival for the vulnerable populations relying on their ability to do so.
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Appendix A
Complexity Leadership Interaction Modes
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Study of Leadership Practices
This study is intended to help us develop a survey instrument to measure the use of specific
leadership practices that we believe enable superior organizational performance. We hope you will
take less than 20 minutes to help us by completing this voluntary and anonymous survey. You will
be asked to provide information on the leadership and managerial behaviors that you have
observed at work over the past three months.
The information you provide will be treated as confidential and will serve as a basis of papers and
articles to be submitted to conferences and journals. You are invited to email either of the
Investigators below with any questions or comments or to be sent a copy of papers and articles.
We believe there is no more than minimal risk in participating in this study. There is no
compensation nor cost you (other than the time you spend).
Principal Investigators:
James Hazy, Ed.D.,
Professor, Robert B. Williumstad School of Business, Adelphi University,
Telephone: (516) 877-4425
Email: hazy@adelphi.edu
David Prottas, Ph.D.,
Associate Professor, Robert B. Williumstad School of Business, Adelphi University,
Telephone: (516) 877-3815
Email: prottas@adelphi.edu
This research has been reviewed by the Adelphi University Institutional Review Board and classified
as exempt. If you have any questions, concerns or comments, please contact Dr. Mary Cortina,
Director - Sponsored Research (516) 877-3259 or cortina@adelphi.edu .
Do you wish to take part in this study?
Yes - please take me to the survey
No - I do not wish to participate
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The following items ask that you tell us how many times you observed others (superiors, subordinates,
or peers) in your immediate work group engaging in these behaviors over the last three months:
Never (0)

1 to 10

11 to 20

Describing an
inspirational future
Driving accountability
Setting high aspirations
Insisting on frank
feedback about activities
Clarifying roles
and responsibilities
Promoting shared values
Extending successful
initiatives to other areas
Supporting differences of
opinion
Challenging assumptions
Discussing thoughtfully
what is being learned
Using team or group
names or logos
Promoting common
language in work groups
Providing resources &
time to try new things
Setting objective metrics
of success or failure
Quieting voices which
distract from the purpose
Providing discretionary
resources to the team
Promoting a "prototype"
mindset to get feedback
Organizing activities to
clarify what's happening
Granting authority to
reward success
Making each member
feel important
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21 to 30

31 to 40

41 to 50

> 50

As in the prior section, the following items ask that you tell us how many times you observed others
(superiors, subordinates, or peers) in your immediate work group engaging in these behaviors over the last
three months:
Never (0)

1 to 10

11 to 20

Encouraging learning
visits to other
organizations
Pushing for new ideas
Clarifying task
interdependencies
Helping group members
relate to one another
Assigning the right
people to the right roles
Asking people to invest
more time and energy
Establishing specific
targets and deliverables
Promoting a bias to "try
something"
Forming small teams
Making timely decisions
Rotating team
membership
Encouraging new
approaches
Having discretion to
eliminate wasted effort
Amplifying voices that
are not being heard
Reporting on activities,
e.g. "after action reviews"
Forgiving failure
Telling someone their
contribution is significant
Stopping work on failing
initiatives
Treating all individuals
fairly
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21 to 30

31 to 40

41 to 50

> 50

Never (0)

1 to 10

11 to 20

Insisting team members
do their assigned work
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21 to 30

31 to 40

41 to 50

> 50

The following items are intended to assess your perceptions of how well your immediate work
group functioned over the last three months. Please read each statement and indicate the extent to
which you disagree or agree with it.
Neither agree nor
Strongly disagree

Disagree

disagree

We have frequent
interactions with others
outside the
organization to acquire
new information.
We quickly
analyze changing
stakeholder demands
We have a clear division
of job responsibilities
We regularly meet with
peer groups in
other organizations
We have difficulty
introducing new
products and services
We know how activities
are supposed to be
performed
We record and store
newly acquired
knowledge for future
reference
New opportunities to
support clients and
customers are quickly
understood
We rarely share
practical experiences
We have access to the
knowledge we need to
do our job
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Agree

Strongly agree

Work groups may engage in certain operating and learning functions. With respect to each function,
please indicate how well you believe your immediate work group performed the function over the last
three months:
Not at all

Somewhat

Adequately

Gather intelligence
Maintain situational
awareness
Test new ideas
Make timely decisions
Experiment with new
approaches
Organize activities
efficiently
Allocate resources
effectively
Execute
Motivate people
Build a community
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Very well

Extremely well

Not Applicable

Work groups may have certain norms about how members are expected to behave. With respect to each
norm, please indicate how important or unimportant it was that group members followed that norm over the
last three months:
Neither important or
Very unimportant

Unimportant

unimportant

Taking responsibility for
the team's work
Being prepared to work
overtime
Helping other team
members
Actively participating in
team meetings
Demonstrating
commitment to the team
Doing one's fair share of
the work
Putting customer's
needs first
Striving for excellence in
one's work
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Important

Very important

The following items are intended to assess your attitude towards healthy eating. We are asking for this
information to help us validate our measure of leadership practices. Please check a box to indicate how
often you do each.
Most of the time’

Quite often

Now and again

Hardly ever

Never

I make conscious efforts
to try and eat a healthy
diet.
I try to keep the amount
of fat I eat to a healthy
amount.

Please check a box to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statement: "I
don’t need to change my diet as it is healthy enough’.
Strongly disagree
Tend to disagree
Tend to agree
Strongly agree
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The following individual and organizational demographics are intended to help us compare results
across groups of participants. They cannot be used to identity individual participants. We hope that
you will answer all of them but feel free to skip any questions that you wish.
Which of the following best describes the primary industry sector of your current employer?
Construction, Natural Resources, Mining
Education and Health Services
Financial Activities (including insurance and real estate)
Government
Information (including publishing, broadcasting, and data processing)
Leisure and Hospitality
Manufacturing
Professional and Business Services (including legal, accounting, advertising)
Trade, Transportation, and Utilities
Other (please specify)

How many people work for your current employer?
1 (I am an independent contractor or sole practitioner)
More than 1 and less than 500
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What are your primary areas of work experience(check all that apply)?
Engineering
Executive or C-Suite
Finance
General Management
Human Resources
Information Technology or Information Systems
Line Management
Marketing
Operations
Product Management
Project Management
Research and Development
Sales

How many years have you worked for your current employer?
Less than 5 years
More than 5 but less than 15 years
More than 15 but less than 25 years
More than 25 years

How many years of full-time professional experience do you have in all?
Less than 5 years
More than 5 but less than 15 years
More than 15 but less than 25 years
More than 25 years
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Does a substantial portion of your job involve managing the work of others?
Yes
No
Other (please specify)

What is your gender identity?
Male
Female
LGBTQIA
Prefer not to answer

What is your approximate age?
Under 25
>26 to 35

>46 to 60
Over 60

If you would like a copy of papers or reports when they are completed, please email your request to Prof. James Hazy at
hazy@adelphi.edu
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Appendix B
Nonprofit Capacity Instrument
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NONPROFIT CAPACITY INSTRUMENT

FOR MORE ABOUT THE DIMENSIONS OF NONPROFIT CAPACITY, VISIT OUR WEBSITE:
NNSI.NORTHWESTERN.EDU

ON THE WEBSITE, WE INCLUDE RESOURCES AVAILABLE FOR BUILDING NONPROFIT
CAPACITY, A FULL DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY THIS INSTRUMENT IS DERIVED FROM, AND
AN ONLINE TOOL DESIGNED THAT AUTOMATICALLY SCORES THE INSTRUMENT AND
BENCHMARKS THE SCORE AGAINST OTHER NONPROFITS.
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Financial plans are in place for the long-term
sustainability of this organization’s work.
This organization has enough cash available to pay its
bills.
An annual budget is updated and reviewed regularly
by management.
There are qualified personnel that manage this
organization’s finances.
Financial reports are used for decision-making.
Financial reports are created on a quarterly basis.
This organization obtains funds from a variety of
sources (i.e., individual donors, grants, earned
income).
The budget takes into account the long-term financial
resources of this organization.
There are documented procedures for handling the
organization’s finances (e.g., petty cash, signatory
procedures, expenditure approval, and accounting).
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Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
FINANCIAL CAPACITY

Enter the number of each response into the appropriate line. Then, multiple that number by the number indicated
on the line. Sum the four numbers together and write it on the total line. Divide the sum by the number of items.
The result represents your capacity score.
Strongly Disagree:

X1=

Disagree:

X2=

Agree:

X3=

Strongly Agree:

X4= +

TOTAL

/9 =
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Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
ADAPTIVE CAPACITY

Many staff members are involved in making decisions
for this organization’s activities.
There is a sense of shared values among the entire staff.
In general, the staff is committed to this organization.
Conflicts among staff are resolved productively.
People at this organization work together to solve
problems.
Employees at this organization are supportive of one
other.

Enter the number of each response into the appropriate line. Then, multiple that number by the number indicated
on the line. Sum the four numbers together and write it on the total line. Divide the sum by the number of items.
The result represents your capacity score.

Strongly Disagree:

X1=

Disagree:

X2=

Agree:

X3=

Strongly Agree:

X4= +

TOTAL

/6 =
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Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree
STRATEGIC PLANNING

Implementation of activities reflects the strategic plan.
Strategic plans are actually followed.
This organization is guided by a long-term strategic
plan.
This organization’s strategic plan is forward-oriented.
The board revisits the strategic plan on an annual basis.
The strategic plan is structured around this
organization’s mission.

Enter the number of each response into the appropriate line. Then, multiple that number by the number indicated
on the line. Sum the four numbers together and write it on the total line. Divide the sum by the number of items.
The result represents your capacity score.
Strongly Disagree:

X1=

Disagree:

X2=

Agree:

X3=

Strongly Agree:

X4= +

TOTAL

/6 =
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Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
EXTERNAL COMMUNICATION

Information technology is regularly used for
communicating with external stakeholders (i.e., donors,
media, and other organizations).
This organization has developed cause-related
fundraising activities.
A public relations strategy is in place.
Information about organizational activities is regularly
disseminated to the public.
This organization has the ability to develop key
messages for potential supporters.
This organization has experience with developing
communication campaigns.

Enter the number of each response into the appropriate line. Then, multiple that number by the number indicated
on the line. Sum the four numbers together and write it on the total line. Divide the sum by the number of items.
The result represents your capacity score.

Strongly Disagree:

X1=

Disagree:

X2=

Agree:

X3=

Strongly Agree:

X4= +

TOTAL

/6 =
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Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
BOARD LEADERSHIP

Board members are committed to the vision of this
organization.
The board members are accessible to employees.
This organization’s board has a good working
relationship with staff.
The board takes regular steps to stay informed about
the important trends in the larger environment that
might affect the organization.
The board explicitly examines the “downside” or
possible pitfalls of any important decision it is about to
make.
The board learns from its mistakes.

Enter the number of each response into the appropriate line. Then, multiple that number by the number indicated
on the line. Sum the four numbers together and write it on the total line. Divide the sum by the number of items.
The result represents your capacity score.
Strongly Disagree:

X1=

Disagree:

X2=

Agree:

X3=

Strongly Agree:

X4= +

TOTAL

/6 =

102

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
OPERATIONAL CAPACITY

Performance indicators have been identified for each
program objective.
Regular reports track each program on at least a
quarterly basis.
Programs are routinely monitored through external
evaluation.
Before a program begins, measurable objectives are set
out.

Enter the number of each response into the appropriate line. Then, multiple that number by the number indicated
on the line. Sum the four numbers together and write it on the total line. Divide the sum by the number of items.
The result represents your capacity score.
Strongly Disagree:

X1=

Disagree:

X2=

Agree:

X3=

Strongly Agree:

X4= +

TOTAL

/4 =

103

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
MISSION ORIENTATION

Donors are committed to the mission of this
organization.
Other stakeholders, such as community members,
clients or beneficiaries of the organization, share a
common vision for this organization.
The mission or vision statement provides this
organization with direction.
The community would identify this organization by its
mission statement.

Enter the number of each response into the appropriate line. Then, multiple that number by the number indicated
on the line. Sum the four numbers together and write it on the total line. Divide the sum by the number of items.
The result represents your capacity score.
Strongly Disagree:

X1=

Disagree:

X2=

Agree:

X3=

Strongly Agree:

X4= +

TOTAL

/4 =

104

Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
STAFF MANAGEMENT

Employees have all the information they need to do
their jobs effectively.
Management provides opportunities for regular job
training activities.
Managers have the necessary skills to run this
organization.
Staff receives adequate mentoring.

Enter the number of each response into the appropriate line. Then, multiple that number by the number indicated
on the line. Sum the four numbers together and write it on the total line. Divide the sum by the number of items.
The result represents your capacity score.

Strongly Disagree:

X1=

Disagree:

X2=

Agree:

X3=

Strongly Agree:

X4= +

TOTAL

/9 =
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Appendix C
Innovative Work Behaviors Instrument
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De Jong, J. & den Hartog, D. (2010). Measuring innovative work behavior. Creativity and
Innovation Management, 19(1), 23-36.
Innovative Work Behaviour Measures Supervisor Rated (* item dropped after pilot
survey)
How often does this employee...
. . . pay attention to issues that are not part of his daily work?
. . . look for opportunities to improve things?*
. . . consider innovative opportunities?*
. . . wonder how things can be improved?
. . . explore new products or services?*
. . . search out new working methods, techniques or instruments?
. . . generate original solutions for problems?
. . . create new ideas?*
. . . ﬁnd new approaches to execute tasks?
. . . mobilize support for innovative ideas?*
. . . acquire approval for innovative ideas?*
. . . make important organizational members enthusiastic for innovative ideas?
. . . attempt to convince people to support an innovative idea?
. . . transform innovative ideas into useful applications?*
. . . systematically introduce innovative ideas into work practices?
. . . contribute to the implementation of new ideas?
. . . put effort in the development of new things?
Participative Leadership (Employee Rated)
My executive...
. . . asks for my opinion.
. . . asks me to suggest how to carry out assignments.
. . . consults me regarding important changes.
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. . . lets me inﬂuence decisions about long- term plans and directions.
. . . allows me to set my own goals.
. . . gives me considerable opportunities for independence and freedom.
External Work Contacts (Employee Rated)
In my work…
. . . I visit external customers.
. . . I keep in touch with prospective customers of my ﬁrm.
. . . I visit conferences, trade fairs and/or expositions.
. . . I talk to people from other companies in our market.
. . . I keep in touch with people from universities/ knowledge institutions.
Innovative Output (Employee Rated)
In your job, how often do you...
. . . make suggestions to improve current prod- ucts or services?
. . . produce ideas to improve work practices?
. . . acquire new knowledge?
. . . actively contribute to the development of new products or services?
. . . acquire new groups of customers?
. . . optimize the organization of work?
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Appendix D
Dissertation Survey Instrument
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Dissertation Research
Start of Block: Default Question Block
SUMMARY OF KEY INFORMATION: You are being asked to participate in a research study of
leadership practices, dimensions of organizational capacity, and innovation in small nonprofits.
As with all research studies, participation is voluntary. The purpose of this study is to explore
relationships among leadership practices, organizational capacities, and innovation in small
nonprofit organizations providing safety net services across New York state. Approximately 200
people will take part in this study. The results will be used for completion of a dissertation for the
Ed.D. program in Executive Leadership at St' John Fisher College, in Rochester, New York. If
you agree to take part in this study, you will be involved in this study for 15 minutes. If you agree
to participate, you will be asked to complete a 30-item closed question survey. We believe this
study has no more than minimal risk. The survey should take no more than 15 minutes to
complete. You may not directly benefit from this research; however, we hope that your
participation in the study may advance knowledge in the field and improve universal access to
safety net services for vulnerable populations in both urban and rural geographic areas.
DETAILED STUDY INFORMATION (some information may be repeated from the summary
above): You are being asked to be in a research study of leadership practices, dimensions of
organizational capacity, and innovation in small nonprofits. This study is being conducted
through St. John Fisher College. This study is being conducted by Beth E. Hurny-Fricano, under
the supervision of Loretta Quigley, Ed.D., RN, CNE. in the Department of Education, Executive
Leadership Program at St. John Fisher College. You were selected as a possible participant
because your organization is identified on the New York Council of Nonprofits (NYCON) public
membership list. Organizations on this list that met study eligibility criteria were entered into a
computer-generated survey tool program. Researcher collected archival data from each
organization’s website, including name and contact information for the Executive Director/CEO,
services provided, and most recent financials, if available (to determine size of organization).
Please read this consent form and ask any questions you have before agreeing to be in the
study.
PROCEDURES: If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to do the following:
Complete a one-time, self-administered 30-item closed question survey. The survey should take
approximately 15 minutes to complete.
COMPENSATION/INCENTIVES: You will not receive monetary compensation/incentive.
CONFIDENTIALITY: The records of this study will be kept private, and your confidentiality will
be protected. In any sort of report the researcher(s) might publish, no identifying information will
be included. Identifiable research records will be stored securely and only the researcher(s) will
have access to the records. All data will be kept on a password-protected laptop by the
investigator(s). Any/all hard copies of survey data will be kept in a locked file cabinet in the
researcher’s locked office. All study records with identifiable information, including approved IRB
documents and consent forms, will be destroyed by shredding and/or deleting after 3 years. The
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data collected in this study as well as the results of the research can be used for scientific
purposes and may be published (in ways that will not reveal who you are). An anonymized
version of the data from this study may be made publicly accessible, for example via the Open
Science Framework (osf.io), without obtaining additional written consent. The anonymized data
can be used for re-analysis but also for additional analyses, by the same or other researchers.
The purpose and scope of this secondary use is not foreseeable. Any personal information that
could directly identify an individual will be removed before data and results are made public.
Personal information will be protected closely so no one will be able to connect individual
responses and any other information that identifies an individual. All personally identifying
information collected about an individual will be stored separately from all other data.
VOLUNTARY NATURE OF THE STUDY: Participation in this study is voluntary and requires
your informed consent. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your current or
future relations with St. John Fisher College or the New York Council of Nonprofits (NYCON). If
you decide to participate, you are free to skip any question that is asked. You may also
withdraw from this study at any time without penalty.
CONTACTS, REFERRALS AND QUESTIONS: The researchers(s)conducting this study: Beth
E. Hurny-Fricano. If you have questions, you are encouraged to contact the researcher(s) at
(315) 395-9320, or beh05754@sjfc.edu. Researcher is supervised by Loretta Quigley, Ed.D.,
Rn, CNE, (315) 380-7017, lquigley@sjfc.edu. The Institutional Review Board of St. John Fisher
College has reviewed this project. For any concerns regarding this study/or if you feel that your
rights as a participant (or the rights of another participant) have been violated or caused you
undue distress (physical or emotional distress), please contact the SJFC IRB administrator by
phone during normal business hours at (585) 385-8012 or irb@sjfc.edu.
STATEMENT OFCONSENT: Clicking on the “Agree” button below indicates that: I have read
the above information. I voluntarily agree to participate. I am at least 18 years of age. If you do
not wish to participate in the study, please decline participation by clicking on the “Disagree”
button below.”

o Agree
o Disagree
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Q2 In a typical month, how often do you engage in the following behaviors?
Never

Rarely

Driving
accountability
among your
staff

o

o

o

o

o

Supporting
differences of
opinion
among your
staff

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Asking your
staff to invest
more time
and energy

o

o

o

o

o

Establishing
specific
targets and
deliverables
among your

o

o

o

o

o

Providing
resources &
time to try
new things
among your
staff
Setting
objective
metrics of
success or
failure among
your staff
Quieting
voices among
your staff
which distract
from the
purpose or
mission
Encouraging
learning visits
to other
organizations
among your
staff

Occasionally
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Frequently

Always

staff
Encouraging
new
approaches
among your
staff
Forgiving
failure among
your staff

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Q3 In a typical month, how often do your employees:
Never

Rarely

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Systematically
introduce
innovative
ideas into work
practices?

o

o

o

o

o

Contribute to
the
implementation
of new ideas?

o

o

o

o

o

Pay attention
to issues that
are not part of
their daily
work?
Wonder how
things can be
improved?
Search out
new working
methods,
techniques, or
instruments?
Generate
original
solutions for
problems?
Find new
approaches to
execute tasks?
Make
important
organizational
members
enthusiastic for
innovative
ideas?
Attempt to
convince
people to
support an
innovative
idea?

Occasionally
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Frequently

Always

Put effort in the
development
of new things?

o

o

o
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o

o

Q4 To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
Strongly
disagree
My
organization's
annual budget is
updated and
reviewed
regularly by
management

Disagree

Agree

Strongly agree

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Financial reports
are used for
decision-making
in my
organization

o

o

o

o

Conflicts among
employees are
resolved
productively in
my organization

o

o

o

o

Employees in my
organization
work together to
solve problems

o

o

o

o

Employees in my
organization are
supportive of
one another

o

o

o

o

Implementation
of activiities
reflects the
strategic plan in
my organization

o

o

o

o

The strategic
plan is structured
around my
organization's
mission

o

o

o

o

There are
qualified
personnel that
manage my
organization's
finances
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Performance
indicators have
been identified
for each program
objective in my
organization
Programs in my
organization are
routinely
monitored
through external
evaluation

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

End of Block: Default Question Block
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